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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

A Window into the Tenth Century:

The Life and Literary Works of Anania of Narek

Jesse Siragan Arlen
Doctor of Philosophy in Near Eastern Languages and Cultures
University of California, Los Angeles, 2021

Professor S. Peter Cowe, Chair

This dissertation revolves around the literary works and activities of a significant but little known
figure of the tenth century AD, Anania of Narek. To date, no monograph has been written on him
in a Western language, nor have any of his books been translated. The goal of this project is to
contextualize his works and recover his impact on several of the primary developments in the
Near East and Mediterranean that marked his era and in so doing offer a novel view into the
multifaceted and interconnected worlds of the period’s various and competing ethnoreligious
communities. Anania was the first abbot of Narek monastery, which was founded during a
regional explosion of cenobitic monastic institutions. Through a reading of his Book of
Instruction and other sources, I present a picture of the intellectual and ascetic-mystical

educational system he initiated there. This system became the crucible that formed several of the
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leading figures of the next generation, including Uxtanés of Sebasteia and Grigor of Narek. One
of the first of the major medieval monastic academies, Narek became a model for later ones that
endured throughout the Armenian oikoumené as intellectual and artistic centers into the early
modern period. Anania also was caught up at the center of the T ondrakian controversy, which
had its origins in a Christian community existing outside the structure of the official church in
the borderlands between the Byzantine Empire and ‘Abbasid Caliphate. Through a careful
reexamination of the sources, I offer a new perspective on the development of “T ‘ondrakeci” as
a heretical epithet and explain how ascetic figures such as Anania could be denounced as such by
the official church hierarchy. Anania was also at the forefront of the Armenian Church’s self-
defense vis-a-vis the assimilationist agenda of the Byzantine Church and Empire in its eastward
expansion. Reading his Root of Faith alongside other contemporaneous texts, I reconstruct the
vardapets’ (theological doctors) defense of their church’s right to autonomous existence and
their self-presentation as preservers of the faith of early Christianity, in universal consensus and
communion with the other Christian communities living outside of the Byzantine Empire in

Egypt, Ethiopia, the Middle East, the Caucasus, India, and China.
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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation centers on Anania of Narek (Anania Narekac ‘i, ca. 910-990),' who is
known as the first abbot of Narek monastery (Narekavank ‘)* and as the relative, teacher, and
spiritual father of Grigor of Narek (ca. 945-1003). Although Anania was one of the most
influential figures of his generation, his importance and impact both on regional developments
and on the subsequent Armenian intellectual tradition has only recently begun to garner the
attention they deserve. His neglect and general absence from historiography of the period is due
to several different factors. First, he became entangled in a contemporary ecclesiastical
controversy — the T ondrakian crisis, on which more below — that marred his reputation within
the Armenian church establishment and may have led to the suppression of some of his works.
Only a fragment remains of the work that he was best known for in the generations that
immediately followed his, Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians [LwlwBunniphil plignkd
@nlnpullging]. Then, due to the coincidence of his first name, “Anania,” with other figures of
that same name in the Armenian literary tradition, several of his works were incorrectly
attributed by early generations of modern scholarship, which further obscured his legacy.
Finally, the majority of his works were not available outside of manuscripts until 2011, when his

extant literary oeuvre was properly established and published in complete form for the first

! All dates are anno Domini (AD), unless otherwise noted. In general, I follow the Hiibschmann-Meillet system for
the transliteration of Old Armenian terms and names, but the Library of Congress system for bibliography. Citations
will generally be abbreviated with full references available in the bibliography. Armenian fonts are rendered via
“HG Hay,” developed by Hagop Gulludjian (Kouloujian), whom I thank for giving me permission to use.

2 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 544, p. 98.

3 In particular Anania of Sirak (ca. 610-685) and Anania of Sanahin (fI. 11% c.).
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time.* To date, none of his books have been translated into a modern western language, and so he
remains largely beyond the purview of the western academic community.

The only monograph devoted to Anania was published in 1986 in Armenian by the late
Hrach'ya T amrazyan, director from 2007-2016 of the Matenadaran (the Mesrop Mashtots
Research Institute of Ancient Manuscripts) in Yerevan.®> T amrazyan’s philological and literary
research established the proper attribution of Anania’s works, which he edited and published in
2011. He was the first to indicate the importance of this neglected figure and contextualize him
within the Armenian literary tradition. Along with Anania’s pupil Grigor and the latter’s father
Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, T amrazyan presented a vivid picture of the literary, spiritual, and intellectual
contributions of the writers of the “School of Narek” (G uwpklybusts Puypngp) in a series of
monographs he devoted to them.®

Anania has not yet been adequately situated within the political, social, intellectual, and
religious developments of the wider Near East and Mediterranean region — the Byzantine (or
East Roman) and Islamicate worlds — which he participated in and impacted through his several
major works that responded to these developments. The goal of this dissertation is to offer a rich
contextualization of Anania’s works in relation to these wider issues as well as to recover the
extent of his impact on several of the primary regional developments from the mid-ninth to mid-
eleventh century. In so doing, this study offers a novel perspective on the multifaceted and
interconnected worlds of the period’s various and competing ethnoreligious communities,

thereby contributing to the wider scholarly conversation on this period and region. By looking

4 They may be found, along with introductions by the editor, Hrach‘ya T ‘amrazyan, in MH 10:309—657.

5 T‘amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘.

6 T‘amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘i; idem, Narekyan dprots‘é; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev norplatonakanut ‘yuné;
idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘e.
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out at the world from the vantage point of the abbot of Narek, this dissertation aims to offer fresh

insights to scholars interested in this pivotal period of Mediterranean and Near Eastern history.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Publication of Anania’s Writings

As mentioned above, it was in 2011 that the extant literary oeuvre of Anania of Narek
was properly attributed to him and published. Until that time, only scattered individual works of
his had been published, often incorrectly attributed to a different figure of the same name.

The first publication of one of Anania’s works was in the eighteenth century, when his
Encomium on the Holy Universal Church [‘Ubppnnbwl wuwmgbwy h unippl Yupnnhyk bybnbgh]
was published in an anthology of religious texts.” In this collection, it was not specified to which
Anania the Encomium belonged. In subsequent centuries, scholars vacillated between attributing
it to Narekac ‘i or Sanahnec ‘1.2 Two of his “instructions (xratk )’ were published in the 1836
four-volume Venice Mkhit arist publication of works attributed to Ephrem the Syrian, the
instruction “On Humility (fjruwen ffuwuts punbimpénefFbws)” and “On Attention to Thoughts
(Buwnugu funpSpypng ggneyncfFwi),” without any discussion of the question of authorship.” In
the mid-nineteenth century, the Encomium was again published, this time correctly attributed to
Narekac i and issued in serial form in the philological and literary monthly Chrak ‘agh

(3nwfwn), a periodical that was in publication for less than five years (1858-62) in connection

7 Girk * or koch ‘i zhoghovatsu (Constantinople, 1747), 441-83. A second, and slightly modified edition of this
volume, appeared at the end of the century: Girk ‘ koch ‘ets ‘eal zhoghovatsu, Constantinople (1793), 403—42.

8 See the discussion below.

9 Srboyn Ep ‘remi matenagrut ‘iwnk ‘' (Venice, 1836), 4:215-223.
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with the Lazarev Institute of Oriental Languages (Lwgupbust §bfupws) in Moscow.!? The end
of the century saw the publication of two more works by Anania. In 1892, his “Letter of
Confession (®fir punumnngfwtine [#hwi)” was published by Galust Tér-Mkrtch‘ean (writing under
the pen name Miaban [‘Monk’]) in Ararat, a monthly periodical under the auspices of the
Mother See of the Armenian Church in Vatar$apat (Ejmiacin / Ejmiatsin).!! The “Letter of
Confession” was accompanied by a brief introduction on the significance of the T ondrakian
heresy both within the Armenian realm and in relation to the broader history of Christian
heretical movements. Teér-Mkrtch‘ean, however, supposed the “Letter of Confession” was
Anania’s lost work Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians, and thereby introduced further confusion. In
1898-99, Anania’s “On Compunction and Tears [Buwguwgu gufdfut b wpmmuncmy]” was
published serially in the Constantinopolitan bi-monthly literary journal Patker (Mwwlbp).!? In the
accompanying introduction, Grigor Ashégean discussed the question of authorship and presented
his view that the work should be ascribed to Anania of Narek and that “Gregory the Monk”

(R pfgnp o pruugismlybug), who requested the work and to whom it is addressed, was none other
than Anania’s famous pupil, Grigor of Narek.!? A fragment of Anania’s Refutation was
discovered in a fourteenth-century manuscript of the works of Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (M 2173)
and published in Ararat in 1914.'* This is the only surviving fragment of this work that is

otherwise no longer extant. For an Explanation of Numbers [Uulju pugw jujinnipbul pning]

19 Ayuazean and Msereants*, “Anania Narekats‘i: Nerboghean.”

! Tér-Mkrtch ‘ean (Miaban), “Anania Narekats ‘i 10-rd dar.”

12 Ashégean, “Anania Narekats‘i.”

13 Ashégean, “Anania Narekats‘i,”177. The other figures considered by Ash&gean were Anania Anec'i, Anania
Sirakac ‘i, Anania Sanahnec ‘i, Anania T‘argmanic’, and Catholicos Anania Mokac ‘i.

14 Garegin Yovsep ‘ean, “Hayagitakan ayl ew aylk‘.”
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was published in a collection of Anania Sirakaci’s works in 1944, and attributed to the latter
figure, by Ashot Abrahamyan.'>

Publication of Anania’s literary oeuvre did not commence again until the turn of the
millenium. In 2000, the Encomium was again published, this time attributed to Anania
Sanahnec i in a collection of texts devoted to that author.!® In this same collection, The Root of
Faith was published in the form it was transmitted via Sanahnec‘i’s later compilation Refutation
of the Dyophysites (wlywSuwnn fFfuss pliggbd bpljmpilmg), but without acknowledgment
that the latter text is essentially Narekaci’s Root of Faith with some minor editorial adjustments
and additions.!” In 2010, a diplomatic edition along with a brief introduction and translation into
Eastern Armenian of “On Humility” was published in the Mkhit arist periodical Handes
Amsoreay.'8 Finally, in 2011, thanks to the aforementioned T ‘amrazyan, the complete extant
works of Anania Narekats‘i were published in the tenth volume of the Armenian Classical
Authors series (UwwnblGwqhpf Zwng [hereafter MH]), with introductions dealing primarily with
questions pertaining to authorship and attribution.!® Thanks to this publication, Anania’s
complete extant works have now been made available. His works are outlined below with the
corresponding page numbers in MH 10, along with a few additional details pertaining to their

date of composition:2°

15 Abrahamyan, Anania Shirakats ‘u matenagrut ‘yunée, 237-50.

16 K ‘yoseyan, H. H., Anania Sanahnets ‘i, 117-56.

17K ‘yoseyan, H. H., Anania Sanahnets ‘i, 192-337.

18 Twzbashean, Ashkhén, “Ananiayi vardapeti khrat.”

19 MH 10:309-657. The series is a collaborative project between the Armenian Catholicate of Cilicia (Antelias,
Lebanon) and the Matenadaran Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts (Yerevan, Armenia), funded by the
Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation (Lisbon, Portugal) that aims to publish the complete works of native Armenian
authors from the fifth to eighteenth centuries. It currently comprises twenty-one large volumes and has reached the
twelfth century. See the series homepage on the website of the Matenadaran: https://matenadaran.am/.

20 1t bears mentioining that in various writings of his on Anania, T ‘amrazyan has argued that Anania composed a
History of Armenia (Mundniphi G Zwyng). See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 177-191; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in
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1. Book of Instruction (lypummefipp), MH 10:328-427.
The Book of Instruction consists of nine texts, of which the first six form a core collection
that was commissioned by Bishop Xac ik, future Catholicos Xac ik I ArSaruni. The
seventh is a lengthy text in the same ascetic, didactic genre (xrat), but was written at the
request of one “Grigor the Monk” (Qpfugrpr of fruss sy brungy), who some have supposed to
be Grigor of Narek. The eighth systematizes some of the earlier works — along with
additional material — into an ethics based on the Scriptures (especially the Gospels). The
ninth recapitulates the previous material, but reworks it into the ‘chapters’ (kephalaia,
capita) genre known from Byzantine ascetic literature, likely in order to facilitate its
memorization.?! Because of their relation to the original six instructions, the latter three
have been added to the Book of Instruction and are treated in the MH edition as a single
book. This is useful so long as one realizes that all nine probably never circulated as a
single collection in the premodern period, whether in Anania’s lifetime or afterwards.??
The instructions have a terminus ante quem of 972 (the date at which Bishop Xac ik was
elected catholicos).?* The nine individual texts are the following:
1. “To Priests” (fypuin pus§ustiyfrg). MH 10:328-336.
11. “On Patience and Peace” (Il][uum l[lllllil CullerllﬂL[;bulil EL [uuuzuuznl_[é‘lnuil). MH
10:337-341.
111 “On Humility” (ﬁ][uum L[ulufl [unilul[lCnL[J[iuliI). MH 10:342-46.
iv.  “Counsel on Prayer” (Ruwiip wiywe [Ffg). MH 10:348-355.

ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 1:30-40, 2:131-32, 145. This comes from what is in my view a mistaken reading of one
passage of Uxtangs’ dedicatory letter to Anania, where the former says:

Upn puiigh pnobuy §p dbp guquiqu ypunndnclu pn’ uwljue Sunncwdnf wnbby gulqpad Fuguenpogh Sugng
dpiughe fr by, be qpn pubppnd Qockmpling quummupdfup fupdu fpoumuggfu wospmphy we pn posguqne @pes,
b gpufFugu (hqnefug’ np plup § Sngeng, be npugbu Qudfp gupd qpo. be quepufuopup gpp spuondne @bt
Susyny dfinpp Sunnncwduep’ npubu fbpugngh waugwp, qup wpupbog e fodfpupnc@fes pufFbpgucgog’ be
rewmenpne Fhol pumquy’ be froogugdunnefFhos appng bybybyeng ghyunnulhby qugs beo spundne B, Suggbp
sprpp b gunn g il np phpue wn phy swlpue plig gupnwpopnFhudp b &bnd Sfyfugunuf puSwigh
gk fulpgparts S fon wssgunp. st gy b wgud b wifs ng Sk B3 pid Suscnmugng § b ok fpSul
upmn il [FEah: Uxtangs of Sebasteia, History of Armenia 1, MH 15:453-54.58. T amrazyan interpreted the
upmnfne [Fhwh pr (“your history”) in the first quoted line as “the history (written by) you™ instead of “the history
(commissioned) by you” or “the history you (wanted written),” i.e., Uxtangs’ own History. Earlier in the letter,
Uxtangs notes that Anania had commissioned him with the task of writing the three-part History, the contents and
outline of which they had planned and discussed together in multiple epistolary exchanges, as well as during a
meeting in person at Argina. It is clear from Uxtan&s’ description that Anania was the mastermind behind the
compositional plan and outline of the History, and for this reason Uxtangs refers to it as Anania’s own, and himself
as his master’s mouthpiece, playing the role of Aaron to Anania’s Moses (MH 15:447.4). T amrazyan’s claim, based
on Uxtangs’ (at times, self-effacing) rhetoric, that Anania had himself written a History upon which Uxtan&s then
based his own seems to me a misinterpretation of the information provided in Uxtan&s’ preface. For the full text of
this prefatory letter, see Uxtang@s, History of Armenia 1, MH:15:446-55.1-74, tr. Arzoumanian, 11-20.

21 See Géhin, “Les collections de kephalaia monastiques;” Kalvesmaki, “Evagrius in the Byzantine Genre of
Chapters.”

22 1 am currently making an annotated translation and study of these texts and will treat these issues, as well as the
manuscript tradition and other related issues, in more detail as part of that study.

23 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:132-34, 144. 1t is possible that the latter three were
written sometime after this date.
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v.  “On this Transitory World” (. wut wihguwenp wyfumpéfur). MH 10:348-355.
Vi. “On Attention to ThOllghtS” (3wrluul_u [11n[14[1rl_n5 zltl_nl_znl_[}lnufl). MH 10:356—
359.
Vll “On COI’l’lplll’lCtiOl’l and Tears” (3uuzuul_u zlllflfluil EL ul[utuuunLulg). MH 10:360—
395.
viii.  “Evangelical, Apostolic, and Prophetic Speech and Instructions Which Lead Us to
Eternal Life and Do Not Lead Us Astray to the Right or to the Left” (lyuweup £
ix.  “Recapitulated and Condensed Sentences on the Things Said to You Before”

Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians (LuljwfwnniphiG plinnpkd @nlnpulbging), MH 10:436—
38 (fragment).

The Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians was commissioned by Catholicos Anania Mokac‘i
and thus has a terminus ante quem of ca. 963-966 (the date of Catholicos Anania’s
death).?* Unfortunately, it is no longer extant. Only a small fragment survives in a
fourteenth-century manuscript of the works of Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (ca. 1240-1293),
who had himself extracted the fragment from Anania’s Refutation.

The title in the manuscript is: “Summary Discourse of the Same Yovhannés Erznkac‘i
Extracted from the Book Against the T ondrakites by Vardapet Anania (Lnpfits

Brif Swbiisfufs ofwuprop sy lanfp Ggilpaghgn(y] puts Sudwn e puigbusy JUibfugf
Juprubnfrs qpogh, np g bd Polunpulbgngs).”

For an Explanation of Numbers (Uulju pugw jw pnnipbwl pning), MH 10:440-455.
For an Explanation of Numbers explains number symbolism and issues from the
monastic academic environment. It was likely employed didactically by Anania in his
teaching role at Narek.?®

Root of Faith ({uuwunwpdupwn), MH 10:480-598.77

The Root of Faith was commissioned by Catholicos Xac ik and has a terminus ante quem
of 980 or 987.2% Uxtangs, in his dedicatory letter to Anania that precedes his History of
Armenia, notes that Anania handed over the work in person to Catholicos Xac ik at the
catholicosal residence at Argina, a meeting which took place in either 980 or 987 and at

24 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:144.

23 M 2173, ff. 2551-257r.

26 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:145. T have not made much use of this text for the
purposes of the present study, but I plan to study and perhaps translate it in the future.

27 The MH edition includes a lengthy subtitle, under which the Root of Faith is known in the manuscript tradition:
“Explanation of the dispute with the dyophysites, who under the guise of truth improperly profess duality when
introducing the one nature, who is God the Word, the God-man Jesus Christ (Lncénedft dupusn st bpljuphuljmgh,
Vuinniwé lfulpl}’l 3[1unl_u ‘Fpﬁumnu).” See, for example, M 2174, 1851', M 568, 2r.

28 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:145.
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which Uxtanés was also present.?’ Unfortunately, the Root of Faith does not survive in its
original form, but thanks to the investigations of T amrazyan, the majority of the work
has been recovered. Based on a careful study of the manuscript tradition, T amrazyan
was able to extract the portions belonging to Narekaci’s original composition from
Sanahnec1’s Refutation of the Dyophysites (Lwjubwunniphil plnytd bplupluljug),
and to publish those portions, which comprise the bulk of the work, in MH 10.3°

5. Encomium on the Holy Universal Church (‘Ubppnnbwl wuwmgbw h unippl fupnnhlk
Lybnkgh), MH 10:619-646.
Subtitle: “Which is in New City, Which Now is Called ValarSapat, Where the Miraculous
Vision was Revealed to the Grand First Combatant S. Grigor the Illuminator” (7, £ f
T amrazyan argues that the Encomium has a terminus ante quem of 977 (the date of the
writing of Grigor of Narek’s Commentary on the Song of Songs, which, according to
T amrazyan, was influenced by the Encomium).?!

6. “Letter of Confession” (dfiyr funumnsfustine [Fhwt), MH 10:649-57.
Subtitle: “Concerning the false Opil’liOl’lS about him” (3lurluul_u unLu l[ulpé'[nugfl npa l{lullil
ilﬂplll).
The Letter of Confession was written in Anania’s later life, and most likely addressed to
Catholicos Xac ik, in order to defend himself against accusations some had made that he

was a “T‘ondrakec ‘1.2

Scholarship on Anania’s Life and Literary Works
There has been little research conducted on the life and works of Anania Narekac ‘1. He

was covered in a cursory manner in several of the standard histories and surveys of Armenian

29 For a discussion of the details surrounding this meeting and the date in question, see T ‘amrazyan, Anania
Narekats ‘i, 39—43; Greenwood, Universal History, 7.

30 For the discussion of the complicated relationship between these two works, see T ‘amrazyan, “Anania Narekats ‘u
‘Hawatarmat’ dawanabanakan erké,” in MH 10:456-479.

31 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:145; idem, “Anania Narekats ‘u ‘Nerboghean asats‘eal i
surbn kat ‘ughiké ekeghets‘i’ erke,” in MH 10:599-618.

32 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:144—145. 1 will explore this issue in the fourth chapter.
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literature® and history.** Such works, inspired by the festimonia of his students and other
subsequent writers who heaped praise upon him, particularly Uxtan€s and Step‘anos Tardnec ‘i,
generally recognized him as a renowned theological doctor and teacher (yfusprrgussybunr), great
philosopher (sfsfyy frumspusy 758 ), learned one (g frunnc®), and rhetorician (4mbmnpr), with little
analysis apart from stating his importance as founder of the monastery of Narek and the
influence he had on the lives and works of subsequent Armenian figures, particularly Grigor of
Narek and Uxtan&s. Many also noted Anania’s role in the T ondrakian controversy and
Chalcedonian conflicts of the era, since he composed influential works against both of these
groups that were cited and praised by later writers, such as Grigor of Narek, Grigor Magistros
(ca. 990-1059), and Ners&s Snorhali (ca. 1102 — 1173). However, since the majority of Anania’s
works had not yet been published, while others were lost or incorrectly attributed, the coverage
in such surveys could never have been anything but shallow, incomplete, and misleading.
Some particular attention has been paid to the importance of Anania Narekac‘i’s lost
Refutation by scholars who have studied the T ondrakian controversy or Paulician heresy, in
particular its influence upon Grigor of Narek’s later work about the T ‘ondrakians.* It has long

been recognized that Grigor’s “Letter” provides an outline sketch of the contents of Anania’s lost

33 Representative examples include: Somal, Quadro della storia letteraria, 60—61; Neumann, Versuch einer
Geschichte, 127-28; Durean, Patmut iwn hay matenagrut ‘ean, 40—41 (first edition), 168—70 (second edition);
Zarphanalean, Haykakan hin dprut ‘ean, 515-16 (first edition), 532-34 (second edition); Zaminean, Hay
grakanut ‘ean patmut ‘iwn, 145; Abeghyan, Hayots * hin grakanut ‘yan patmut ‘yun, 1:517-18, 520; Anasyan,
Haykakan matenagitut ‘yun 1:726-30; Inglisian, “Die Armenische Literatur,” 182—83, 185-86, 189; Pogharean, Hay
groghner, 150-53; K iparean, Patmut iwn hay hin grakanut ‘ean, 312, 328-29, 335, 366.

34 Representative examples include: Ch‘amch‘ean, Patmut‘iwn Hayots', 2:824; M. Murateants*, Patmut iwn
Hayastaneayts * arak ‘elakan, 400-01; Alishan, Hayapatum: patmich ‘k‘ ew patmut iwnk “ hayots , 209-11;
Ormanean, Azgapatum, vol. 1, §761, §791, §814; Arpee, A History of Armenian Christianity, 98, 110, 138-39;
Grousset, Histoire de I’ Arménie, 468—70.

35 Grigor of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery.”



treatise.*® Similarly, although somewhat less frequently, scholars considering Christological and
ecclesiastical conflicts between the Byzantine and Armenian churches in the late tenth century
have noted the role of Anania and his Root of Faith.’” Others have considered Anania’s role as
founder and abbot of the monastery of Narek and his direction of its educational, liturgical, and
musical programs, as well as his literary, spiritual, and theological influence upon Grigor of
Narek.8

T‘amrazyan’s contribution to our knowledge of Anania and his literary oeuvre deserves
to be singled out from other research.>® As mentioned above, it is thanks primarily to his
philological, lexical, and thematic investigations that the correct attribution of Anania’s works
has been established.*’ He then compiled, edited, and published (in 2011) Anania’s extant
literary oeuvre.*! He wrote the only biography, gathering together the relevant testimonia from
medieval Armenian writers, and ascertaining what details can be established about Anania’s

early life before he became founder of Narek monastery.*> He provided some of the only lengthy

36 See Murats ‘an, “T ‘ontrakets ‘ineri aghandé;” Tér-Mkrtch ‘ean, Die Paulikianer, 83-84; Sargisean,

Usumnasirut iwn Manik ‘eéa-Pawlikean, 5-8, 108 n. 2, 117 n. 1; Conybeare, Key of Truth, Ixii, 126 n. 4, 130 n. 1;
Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 96; Ter-Minasyan, Mijnadaryan aghandneri tsagman, 150-53; Nersessian, Tondrakian
Movement, 38, 55-56; Mahé, “L’¢glise arménienne,” 518-20; idem, “Le role et la fonction du Catholicos,” 91;
Mardirossian, “Lettre a la splendide,” 100-02, 105; Krikorian, “The Letter of St. Gregory,” 169-70; Dadoyan,
Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:119, 136, 2:200-01; Terian, “Gregory of Narek,” 285-86.

37 See Ter-Mkrtch ‘ean, Knik * Hawatoy, cviii-cx; Mécérian, “Préface” in Grégoire de Narek, Le livre de pricres, 18—
24; Cowe, “Impact of Time and Place,” 88-90; Mah¢, “Confession religieuse et identité nationale,” 66 n. 19; Mahé,
Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 56-59; Augé, Eglises en dialogue, 255-56 n. 33; Nakada, “Uxtangs of Sebasteia,”
177.

38 T*ahmizyan, “Anania Narekats ‘u;” Cowe, “Impact of Time and Place;” Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 39—
69; La Porta, “Monasticism and the Construction,” 336, 339; Terian, “Gregory of Narek,” 282—86; Papazian, Doctor
of Mercy, 69-80.

39 For summary estimations of the contribution of T ‘amrazyan to Narekian studies or the “School of Narek” (i.e., the
writers Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Anania of Narek, and Grigor of Narek), see Mahé, “Hrach ‘ya T amrazyané,” 20-29;
Muradyan, “Hrach‘ya T amrazyani narekats ‘iagitakan,” 103—107. An obituary and curriculum vitae of T ‘amrazyan
may be found in Banber Matenadarani 23: Gasparyan, “Hrach‘ya T amrazyani hishatakin,” 6-8; T amrazyan,
“Hrach‘ya T amrazyani kensamatenagitut ‘yuné¢,” 9—19.

40 See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 1:29-215.

41 See MH 10:309-657.

42 T*amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘i, 14-53; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:114-49.
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literary analyses of Anania’s individual works, situating them in the Armenian literary tradition
and citing relevant sources and influences upon Anania’s thought.** He also problematized the
view that Grigor of Narek was the first poet in the Armenian literary tradition** by recovering
Anania’s own rhythmic works and then revealing their influence upon Grigor and via Grigor to
later authors of poetic works in the Armenian tradition such as Grigor Ttay (ca. 1133 — 1193) and
Nersés Snorhali.*®

Building on T amrazyan’s 1986 monograph and the publication of Anania’s extant
corpus in 2011, some subsequent studies have offered insightful analysis of Anania’s life and
works, focusing especially on his ascetic and ethical teaching. Annie and Jean-Pierre Mah¢
devoted a lengthy portion of their introduction to the translation of Grigor of Narek’s Book of
Lamentation to examining various aspects of Anania’s thought and wider impact, including the
educational, liturgical, and musical program he established at Narek, the school curriculum, his
involvement in the T ondrakian controversy and Chalcedonian confessional strife, his approach
to asceticism, and his poetics.*® In my estimation, it is the best introduction to Anania available
in a western language. Levon Petrosyan (Petrossian) offered some brief yet insightful comments
on Anania’s ethics, ascetics, and epistemology.*” Michael Papazian likewise offered a helpful
summary of Anania’s teaching on spiritual practices and his embroilment in the heretical and
doctrinal disputes of the day.*® Peter Cowe’s recent translation of Anania’s “On this Transitory

World” offers an original approach that reads this work in light of the regional economic boom

43 See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:151-443.

4 Abeghyan, for example, in his history of Armenian literature, writes, “Grigor Narekac ‘i is our first great poet
(Fppgnp Vupklmgfs fbp wnwfiy JES puhmumbgdth £ See Abeghyan, Hayots * hin grakanut yan, 518.

4 T‘amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘i, 244-328; idem, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:261-391.

46 Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 39—69.

47 Petrosyan [Petrossian], Levon. “Gregory of Narek and the Narekian Fathers,” 28-29.

48 Papazian, Doctor of Mercy, 69-80.
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and building activity of the era, setting Anania’s monastic ideals that were at home in the new
cenobitic institutions of the era in contrast with those voiced by Gagik Arcruni’s panegyrist (the
Anonymous Continuator of T ovma Arcruni’s History of the House of the Arcrunik ), who was
preoccupied with the splendor of the great constructions of the era.* It also contains an excellent

summary of various regional trends that shaped Anania’s tenth-century context.

METHODOLOGY AND GOALS OF THE STUDY

My goal in this dissertation is not to rehash philological or text-critical questions on
Anania’s corpus. Thanks to T amrazyan’s investigations, we may consider the fundamental
details relating to the life and works of Anania as established and many of the historical-critical
problems solved. The publication of Anania’s works has made possible new avenues of inquiry,
allowing one to consider his works and activities in the context of the wider region. It is towards
this end that the present study aims.

In my approach to this project, I have been inspired by Sebouh Aslanian’s application of
the methodology of global (or world) history to the study of the early modern Armenian past,
which he approaches not through the “narrow optic of the nation(-state)” but through a regional
or “global optic” that looks at exchanges across ethnic groups, religious boundaries, languages,
political borders, and cultures.’® Global history has been especially productive in scholarship on
the early modern and modern periods, when the interconnectedness of peoples and societies

across continents and oceans was put into high relief due to advances in technology and the

49 Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate.”
30 Aslanian, “From ‘Autonomous’ to ‘Interactive’ Histories,” 81125, at 82. Sebouh Aslanian has employed this
methodology in most of his studies. See especially Aslanian, “The Marble of Armenian History.”
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consequent transoceanic mobility that those advances allowed.’! Growing out of the discourse of
global history, Sanjay Subrahmanyam has introduced the term “connected histories” to refer to
the histories of regions and peoples that are marked by interrelated developments, including the
circulation of ideas across political boundaries, languages, and cultures.>> Such approaches are
now being widely employed in the medieval period as well.>

A regional approach that takes a wider purview than any single ethnolinguistic or
religious tradition is especially appropriate for the Eastern Mediterranean, Near East, and
Caucasus regions, which have been a crossroads and meeting point of different cultures
throughout history. There have been many exemplary approaches to this region in the first
millenium that make use of sources across confessional and linguistic boundaries. Garth
Fowden’s contributions to intellectual history and exegetical traditions in the region’s
ethnolinguistic and religious communities particularly stand out.>* Another example is Thomas
Sizgorich’s examination of violence and militancy in late antique Christian Grecophone and
early Islamic Arabophone writers from the fifth to eighth centuries. Sizgorich refers to a
“semiotic koiné” in late antiquity that was common to Christians and Muslims, who shared

similar stories, images, symbols, and values and often lived side-by-side with one another.>> Jack

Tannous’ recent book reimagines the transformations from the late antique to early Islamic

3! The following studies are a helpful starting point for an introduction to this field, especially as it pertains to the
early modern period: Bentley, “Introduction: The Task of World History;” Subrahmanyam, “Global Intellectual
History.” For a book-length introduction, one may consult Conrad, What is Global History?

52 Subrahmanyam, “Connected Histories.”

33 Hermans, Companion to the Global Early Middle Ages; Holmes and Standen, Global Middle Ages. There is now
an Encyclopedia of the Global Middle Ages (EGMA) and various research groups and journals that are fostering this
approach. This approach is now being brought specifically to medieval Armenian studies in the current project
Armenia Entangled: Connectivity and Cultural Encounters in Medieval Eurasia 9th—14th Centuries (ArmEN), led by
Zaroui Pogossian. https://www.armen.unifi.it/

3 Fowden, Before and After Muhammad,, idem, Abraham or Aristotle?; idem, Qusayr ‘Amra; idem, Empire to
Commonwealth; idem, Egyptian Hermes.

33 Sizgorich, Violence and Belief in Late Antiquity, 1-20, 27282 at 276-78.
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period through the eyes of “simple believers,” as he brings together Greek, Syriac, and Arabic
sources to narrate the transformations that occurred in this region in the second half of the first
millenium. In so doing, he refers to the need for “transconfessional histories” of the medieval
Middle East in order to tell a more holistic story of the region that bridges the confessional and
ethnolinguistic divides separating its communities.>®

These global, hemispheric, and regional “optics” have inspired my own approach to this
project as I seek to situate Anania in a wider context that takes account of developments across
the region and considers sources in several different languages. Oscillating between the “macro”
and the “micro” has been a particularly challenging aspect of this project, and at this stage I have
not yet been able to incorporate as much comparative material as I had originally planned.
Nevertheless, in addition to the specific conclusions drawn and insights offered in this study, I
hope that this project also demonstrates the possibilities that Armenian sources in general offer to
those engaged in integrative historical study of the region and its peoples. It is my hope that
through this recovery of Anania’s works and legacy, we might gain both a fuller picture of the
historical landscape and a unique vantage point from which to view it, that will be of interest to

all those engaged in the fascinating history of this region and its peoples.

ORDER OF CHAPTERS
Chapter One sets the scene of the larger political landscape in which Vaspurakan and the
other local Armenian kingdoms of the mid-ninth to mid-eleventh centuries formed an integral

part, introducing several important trends that are essential to understanding the era in which

36 Tannous, Making of the Medieval Middle East.
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Anania lived and the developments and crises he responded to in his literary works. First, I
situate the Armenian kingdoms in their regional context as part of a larger movement of smaller
semi-autonomous polities emerging on the periphery of the ‘Abbasid Caliphate beginning in the
ninth century. I also discuss the internal political structures of contemporary Armenia, including
the power relations between Armenian hereditary dynasts, the local Arab emirates, the regional
caliphal governor (ostikan), the caliphal capital, and the Byzantine Empire. The second part of
the chapter turns to a discussion of Armenia vis-a-vis international relations between the
‘Abbasid Caliphate and the Byzantine Empire. Over the course of the tenth and into the first half
of the eleventh century, the Byzantine Empire expanded into Armenia, eventually absorbing the
bulk of Armenian territory into its state, which it held briefly until the arrival of the Seljuks.
These shifting political borders led to a number of significant demographic and social changes,
including population movements and populist revolts. It also led to conflicts in the ecclesiastical
realm, as the Armenian church fought to preserve its integrity from the assimilationist agenda of
the Byzantine Church and Empire. These developments are taken up in more detail in subsequent
chapters, since they constitute the crises to which Anania responded with his pen.

The second chapter discusses Armenia’s integration into the larger caliphal economy and
the ways in which the Armenian dynasts profited from regional economic boom and Arminiya’s
facilitation of international, overland trade. This sets the stage for a discussion of the founding of
Narek monastery within the larger history of the patronage of local rulers in this period,
including their numerous building projects of both a civic and religious nature. The foundation of
Narek was part of a regional proliferation of large, cenobitic monastic establishments from the
second half of the ninth to the eleventh century. The chapter reviews the role of building projects

in the political ambitions and aspirations of the noble dynasts who sponsored them, focusing
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especially on the Arcruni family in Vaspurakan. It also reviews the traditional dating for the
founding of Narek and other monasteries in the period, contextualizes the foundation of Narek
within the overall political ambitions of King Gagik Arcruni, and offers an explanation for why
Anania and his companion vardapet Petros were chosen to lead the monastery’s direction. It
concludes with a discussion of what was new about the cenobitic monasteries founded in this
period.

Chapter Three picks up where the previous chapter left off, mentioning the various roles
that the cenobitic institutions played in Armenian society. It narrows in on the internal
intellectual and spiritual life at Narek and attempts a reconstruction of its educational system.
Here, I make use of Anania’s Book of Instruction and other sources to demonstrate how ascetic-
mystical education at Narek was not limited to the intellectual realm but aimed at shaping the
whole human person, conceived of as body, soul, and spirit. It also examines the way in which
Anania’s own texts were meant to shape the mind and worldview of young monks and aid them
in their ascetic training. The chapter reveals the profound impact of Anania’s system of ascetic-
mystical and intellectual education established at Narek monastery not just on Grigor and his
other pupils but on the subsequent Armenian intellectual tradition. As one of the first — if not
the very first — of the major medieval monastic academies of the period, Narek became a model
for the later monastic centers founded throughout the broader Armenian oikoumené, which
remained the intellectual and cultural centers of Armenian life into the early modern period.

The fourth chapter focuses on the complicated issue of Anania’s relationship with the
T ondrakians (7 ‘ondrakec ‘ik ). It offers an explanation for how he both could have written a
treatise against the movement and been himself denounced as a “T ‘ondrakeci” heretic. The

chapter first explores how the larger political and economic changes that mark the period sparked
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internal unrest that shook the stability of Armenian social and religious order. Dynamism,
changes, and crises are notable features of the tenth century. The chapter explores some of these,
including populist revolts, clashes and controversies between the catholicos and bishops, clashes
between the church of the establishment and local, fringe Christian communities such as the

T ondrakites, and clashes between the church hierarchy and ascetic, spiritualist leaders of
monasteries like Anania. Through a careful reexamination of the sources and their
contextualization within the larger developments of the period, I present a new perspective on
the relationship between the T ondrakites and ascetic, monastic figures such as Anania and their
conflict with the official church hierarchy. I explain the development of the T ondrakec ‘i label as
a new heretical type and offer an interpretation as to how and why it was applied to multiple
ascetic figures of the period.

The fifth chapter turns to conflicts between the Armenian, Syriac, and Byzantine
churches, prompted by the Byzantine Empire’s expansion and attempt to integrate its newly
conquered regions politically and ecclesiastically into its state. It contextualizes the confessional
tensions we hear of in the period as a result of the influx of Armenian and Syriac non-
Chalcedonian immigrants into the Byzantine state’s newly conquered territories. This soon led to
confessional tensions and other ecclesiastical issues between the imperial church and the Syrian
and Armenian churches over matters of Christology, Ecclesiology and the validity of sacraments,
and episcopal jurisdiction. While the miaphysite Armenian Church sought to administer its flock
in imperial territory, the Byzantine Church sought to integrate the non-Chalcedonian
communities into its own structure by making them accept Chalcedonian theology. This chapter
reconstructs the literary defense crafted by Anania and the leading vardapets of the period in

response to attacks from polemical letters sent by Byzantine bishops in the newly conquered
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eastern portions of the empire, situating the perspective and activities of the vardapets alongside

other Armenian responses to the political dynamism that defined the age.
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND TO ANANIA OF NAREK’S LIFE AND WORKS: AN OVERVIEW OF
MAJOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENTS
All mankinde is of one Author, and is one volume; when one Man dies, one Chapter is not torne
out of the booke, but translated into a better language; and every Chapter must be so
translated...

No man is an lland, intire of it selfe; every man is a peece of the Continent, a part of the maine.

— John Donne, “Devotions Upon Emergent Occasions, Meditation 17”

Anania was born near the beginning of the tenth century, at a time when the political
scene in Armenia was characterized by the resurgence of local kingship within the overarching
caliphal structure. This began with the Bagratuni kingdom in the late ninth century, which
throughout the course of the tenth fragmented internally, both in the form of break-away
kingdoms (the Arcruni and Siwni) and by itself dividing into smaller kingdoms. The monastery
where Anania lived and wrote, Narekavank®, located near the southern shores of Lake Van, was
founded by one such Armenian king in this period, Gagik Arcruni (r. 908 — ca. 943/4), nearby
the twin Arcruni capitals of Att’amar and Ostan. Anania was appointed the monastery’s first
abbot and was responsible for the regulation of its internal life. Unlike some medieval monks,
who resolutely renounced involvement in secular affairs in order to pursue the internal life of the
spirit, Anania emerges as a figure who was not only well aware of the world outside his
monastery’s walls, but who actively participated in it. Certain of Anania’s books were written to
address specific challenges facing the Armenian confessional community.

The ninth to eleventh centuries was a period of great change and upheaval in the political,

social-demographic, and ecclesiastical realms. Without an understanding of these developments,
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it is not possible to properly understand Anania’s works. Therefore, the survey in this chapter is
meant to provide a rich contextual backdrop to a closer examination of Anania’s works in
relation to these developments. Furthermore, Anania’s own voice and significant role has not
been adequately integrated into the historiography of this period, and therefore one of the goals
of this study is also to place his perspective in conversation with those of his contemporaries, in
order to provide a more holistic view of the broader period (while also contextualizing Anania
within it). This first chapter thus surveys the major regional developments manifest in the era in

which Anania of Narek lived, in order to provide a contextual background to his life and works.

A BIRD’S-EYE VIEW OF THE MID-NINTH TO MID-ELEVENTH CENTURIES

By the time Anania was born, Greater Armenia had been administratively integrated into
the caliphate for over two centuries. More recently, Armenia had been granted an increased
measure of local autonomy with the establishment of the Bagratid kingdom in the late ninth
century, which followed trends observable throughout the provinces of the caliphate. The second
half of the ninth century was the beginning of a general period of disintegration and
fragmentation of centralized political rule, with centrifugal tendencies discernible across the
Caliphate. The assassination of Caliph al-Mutawakkil (r. 847 — 861) marked the dramatic turning
point, ushering in a decade of crisis known as the anarchy of Samarra’ (861 — 870), after which
the “Abbasid caliphs no longer maintained the same level of control over the provinces that they
had previously.! Beginning in the periphery of the caliphate, smaller dynastic polities emerged

that exercised local autonomy, in most cases still recognizing the unique position and primacy of

! Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 305-09; Kennedy, Prophet and the Age of the Caliphates, 169—73; Gordon,
Breaking of a Thousand Swords, 80—104.
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the caliph and maintaining formal and economic integration with the rest of the caliphate.? In line
with this pattern, locally autonomous Armenian and Georgian (Iberian) kingdoms were formed,
which, like the other polities emerging throughout the Caliphate, still remained under the
caliph’s suzerainty. The formation of the Bagratuni kingdom is also connected with the growing
independence of the caliphal governor (Arm. ostikan; Ar. amir) of the North, a position that had
begun to be handed down dynastically in this period. By investing the Bagratunis of Armenia
and then Iberia as local kings, the caliph was seeking to provide a counterbalance to the
separatist tendencies of the ostikan, a ‘divide and rule’ strategy that was also of benefit to the
local Armenian ruling élite. Whether foreseen at the time or not, from the perspective of the
caliphal center, it was probably a welcome development when the ostikan and Armenian king
went to war with one another not many years later, and then also when the Armenian kingdom
itself fragmented into smaller and more easily manageable units in the tenth century.

In this same period, the Byzantine Empire under the militaristic Macedonian dynasty
(867-1056) took advantage of the weakened caliphal center and the pattern of disintegration
across the Caliphate, in order to expand eastwards across Armenian territory and southwards into
Syria and Mesopotamia. The emperors of the era soon harbored the goal of recovering the
territory that the Eastern Roman Empire had held in its heyday in the days of Emperor Justinian I
(527-565). Imperial propaganda likewise proclaimed that the Macedonian dynasty’s founder,
Basil I (867-886), was not only of Armenian ancestry but was of direct descent from the line of

the Parthian Arsacids, the royal house that had ruled over Armenia until AD 428. His advent —

2 Provincial governors would symbolically indicate their loyalty to the caliph in two primary ways: first by having
the caliph’s name inscribed on coins struck in their provincial mints and secondly by invoking his name during the
sermon delivered on the occasion of the Friday gathering for prayer. See Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 316.
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and expansion across Armenia — was therefore heralded as fulfillment of the prediction of the
fifth-century Catholicos Sahak’s vision recorded in the History of Lazar P arpeci that
announced the future restoration of kingship in Armenia via a descendant of the Arsacid family.?
Despite this fictive Arsacid lineage, the family did have Armenian connections, as did several of
the important generals and high-ranking military officers, such as John Kourkouas (Gurgen),
who led the imperial expansion against the Arab armies in this period. This expansion began
gradually with western and southern Armenian provinces in the tenth century and reached its
apogee in the eleventh. By the mid-eleventh century, the empire had conquered, or been granted
through wills from Armenian nobility, the bulk of Armenian territory, which it held for only a
couple decades until it was lost again to the invading Seljuk armies. Let us now circle back to
review some of these developments in more detail and explore the effect they had on those

internal conditions of Armenia to which Anania responded with his pen.

ARMENIA AMID CENTRIFUGAL POLITICAL TRENDS IN THE CALIPHATE
While explaining the disintegration of the caliphate, Michael Bonner has identified three
types of polities that began to emerge across the Islamic world at this time. First, there were
dynastic states that resulted from the operations of a military adventurer who seized control over
a territory and then sought to legitimize his rule vis-a-vis the local population, the caliph, and
other centers of power.* The second type were those that formed in frontier areas and bore the

characteristics of frontier societies, marked by the movement and mixing of peoples, including

3 Greenwood, “Basil I,” 455-56. For the text of the vision and prophecy, see Lazar P‘arpec ‘i, History of Armenia
1.17, MH 2:2225-34.1-75 at 55; trans. Thomson, 64—72 at 69.
4 As an example of this type, he gives the Biiyids. See Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 358.
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volunteer fighters, ascetics, and men of religious learning, who were also engaged in combat
against non-Muslims in the borderlands.’ Iterations of this second type were present in the
caliphal North, such as the Qaysid emirate of Minasjird (Manazkert) along the border with the
Byzantine empire or later the Sharwan shahs, who ruled in Caucasian Albania (Atuank‘) over
Bab al-Abwab/Darband in the provinces of Sharwan and Layzan with their capital at
Shamakhiyya in the far reaches of the caliphal North on the frontier with the northern Caucasus.®
The third type were those states that formed out of a combination of tribal group feeling and the
propagation of a new religious message.’” These models are restricted to Muslim polities and
none of them quite fit the situation of the Christian kingdoms of the Caucasus.

It has long been observed that from Khurasan in the East to the Caucasus in the North,
most of the small kingdoms and states that emerged beginning in the second half of the ninth
century shared in a general Iranian oikoumené or commonwealth.® Vladimir Minorsky therefore
dubbed this period from the second half of the ninth to the first half of the eleventh centuries the
Iranian intermezzo, because of the number of discrete Iranian dynasties that ruled over this wide

stretch of territory.” Examples in the East include the Tahirids (821 — 873) of Khurasan with their

> Examples are the Saffarids and Samanids in the East and the Hamdanids in Northern Mesopotamia and Syria. See
Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 358.

6 On the Qaysid emirate, see Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 109—111; Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 51—
53. On the Sharwan shahs, see Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 7; Bowsorth, “Servansahs;” idem, New Islamic
Dpynasties, s.v. “The Sharwan Shahs.”

7 The examples given are the Fatimids in North Africa and the Qaramita in Bahrayn. See Bonner, “The waning of
empire,” 358.

8 See the helpful map provided in Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 6. The centrifugal pattern had its beginnings much
earlier in the non-Iranian, western portions of the Caliphate, notably in al-Andalus, which emerged independent
from the ‘Abbasids shortly after they took over in the 750s and then declared a restored Umayyad Caliphate in 929.
Likewise, the province of Ifriqiya was governed in a largely autonomous fashion by amirs of the Aghlabid dynasty
since 800. In the wake of the decade of anarchy, the same pattern prevailed in Egypt, first with the Taltnids (868 —
905) — who went on to control Syria as well — and then eventually with the Fatimids, who came to power in North
Africa in 909 and then ruled Egypt as caliphs from 969 onwards. See Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 318-322,
331, 338-343.

9 See Minorsky, La Domination des Dailamites; idem, Studies in Caucasian History, 110-16.
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capital at Nishapur,'? the Saffarids, whose rule was centered in Sistan with their capital at Zaranj
(Zarang) from 861 to 1003,!! and the Samanids, who ruled Khurasan with their capital in
Bukhara from 875 to 1005. Persianate Islamic dynasties in the North include the Sajids (889 —
929), governors (ostikans) in Azerbaijan (Adharbayjan) and Armenia (Arminiya), who engaged
in military conflict — about which more will be said below — with Armenian Bagratid and
Arcruni kings.!? Tranian Daylami dynasties include the Musafirids (also known as the Sallarids or
Kangarids, ca. 916 — ca. 1090), who governed Adharbayjan, Arran, and portions of Armenia in
the tenth and into the eleventh century'® and, most famously, the Biiyids (932 — 1062), who took
over control of the lands in Iraq and western Iran that formed the core territories of the ‘Abbasid
Caliphate.!* Minor Kurdish dynasties that arose in various locales of the Islamic North also form
a part of the broader Iranian resurgence in this period. These include the Kurdicized Rawwadids
of Azerbaijan in the tenth and eleventh centuries, the Marwanids (983—1085) in Diyar Bakr, and
the Shaddadids (ca. 951 — 1174) in Arran and eastern Armenia.'?

While Minorsky focused on Muslim polities of the period, recent work by Alison Vacca
has extended the pattern to include the Armenian and Georgian Christian kingdoms of the North,

since they also shared in the Iranian commonwealth broadly conceived.!® Viewed through the

19 Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 314—15; Bosworth, “The Tahirids and Saffarids,” 90; Daniel, “Taherids;”
Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Tahirids and Mus ‘abids.”

1 Bonner, “The waning of empire,” 315-18; Bosworth, “The Tahirids and Saffarids;” Bosworth, “Saffarids;”
Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Saffarids.”

12 Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Sajids;” idem, “Sadjids;” Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 7.

13 Minorsky, “Musafirids;” Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Musafirids or Sallarids;” Vacca, Non-
Muslim Provinces, 7.

14 Kennedy, “The late ‘Abbasid pattern,” 364; Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Biiyids or Buwayhids;”
Cahen, “Buwayhids or Biyids.”

15 Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 7. Minorsky, Studies in Caucasian History, 115-16; Bosworth, “Rawwadids;”
idem, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Rawwadids;” idem, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Marwanids;”
Hillenbrand, “Marwanids;” Bosworth, New Islamic Dynasties, s.v. “The Shaddadids;” idem, “Shaddadids.”

16 See Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces.
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prism of Islamic history, the term Iranian intermezzo was used by Minorsky and adopted by
Vacca to distinguish this period from that of Arab rule that preceded it and the rise of the Seljuks
that marked its end. However, taking a wider temporal purview, it can be seen as the return or
reemergence of Iranian rule over that portion of the Near East — a return back to what had began
already in the sixth century BC with the rise of the Achaemenid Empire and lasted up until to the
fall of the Sasanian Empire in the seventh century AD. Thus, the period might more accurately be
termed the Iranian resurgence or reemergence. One could argue, in fact, that this process was
already underway with the ‘Abbasid overthrow of the Umayyads, since the former drew much of
their support from the Iranian Khurasaniyyah, made their capital in Baghdad not far from the old
Sasanian capital of Ctesiphon, and populated their court with a significant proportion of Iranians,
in contrast to the largely Arab court of the Umayyads in Damascus.!”

The fragmentation of the ‘Abbasid Caliphate into smaller autonomous polities during
what has been termed the Iranian infermezzo was a return to a typically Iranian form of
governance that was marked by decentralization, as a result of the traditional Iranian social
structure. Traditional Iranian, as also Armenian societal structure (which had become
increasingly influenced by Parthian norms in antiquity), was fiercely local in its loyalties and
identity, being comprised of agnatic family groups, i.e., communities of kinsmen that traced
themselves through the paternal line to a common ancestor.!'® Agnatic groups were the most
important structure of the civic community, defining the economic and political systems,

religious beliefs and practices, and social obligations of various locales and those who lived

17.0n some of these details, see Kennedy, Prophet and the Age of the Caliphates, 132-36.
18 Perikhanian, “Iranian Society and Law,” 642; Pourshariati, Decline and Fall, 27-28.
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within them.!® During the Parthian and Sasanian periods, agnatic groups of nobility ruled over
their territory in hereditary fashion, exercising largely autonomous rule in their domains, while
acknowledging the primacy of the king or shah.

In the Armenian context, this is known as the naxarar social structure, and one recalls
that many of the Armenian noble houses were themselves of Iranian, and more directly Parthian,
stock.?? In this system, territorial possessions were hereditary, as were offices of state, being
passed down the paternal line within the great noble (naxarar) families, each of which led by its
chief or senior member (called tér, tanuter, or nahaper).?! Such a social structure naturally
resisted strong centralized rule.

It has long been acknowledged that Parthian rule was largely decentralized, and recent
work by Parvaneh Pourshariati has further argued that despite attempts at centralization,
Sasanian shahs ruled their empire through a decentralized dynastic system that she terms the
“Sasanian-Parthian confederacy,” and not in the highly centralized fashion that had long been
widely assumed to be the case by previous generations of scholars.?? This social structure in
Armenia continued into Anania’s time, although during his lifetime it had already become
significantly attenuated, with many of the lesser noble families having been destroyed or
displaced, with their places taken both by Arab emirates, who settled in Armenia from the late
eighth century onward (on which, see below) and by the expansion of three major Armenian
naxarar families — namely, the Bagratuni, Siwni, and Arcruni — to fill the gaps left by the

lesser ones.

19 Perikhanian, “Iranian Society and Law,” 641-43, Pourshariati, Decline and Fall, 27-29.
20 Garsoian, “Naxarar;” Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian.

2! Garsofan, ‘“Naxarar.”

22 Pourshariati, Decline and Fall, 2.
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Armenia Between the Conflicting Poles of Caliphal Integration and Separatism

The Iranian polities that ruled over their various territories in the caliphal North and East
from the second half of the ninth to the eleventh century were generally not new actors on the
scene, but rather many were led by — or claimed to be led by — the same noble, often Parthian,
families that had been in those lands before the Arab conquests and continued to exhibit the
centrifugal tendencies that they had previously exhibited during the Sasanian period. Indeed, the
relationship of Armenian noble families with the caliphal center beginning in the seventh century
and extending into this period can be understood as a dynamic process of reaction and
counterreaction, as Armenian revolt and centrifugal tendencies clashed with the centralizing
efforts of the caliphs, a relationship that shared much in common with the one they had with their
previous suzerain, the Sasanian shah.?®> During this time, the Byzantine Empire also vied for
control of Armenia and eventually made a significant expansion eastwards. The Byzantine
expansion is another vital element of this political matrix that hearkens back to the Roman-
Sasanian wars of late antiquity in the late sixth and early seventh centuries, and, going even
further back, the Roman-Parthian wars, beginning in the first century BC.?*

The caliphs attempted to integrate Armenia more closely into the caliphate both in
response to Armenian centrifugal tendencies and perhaps also as a way of preemptively
mitigating Byzantine ambitions to itself possess Armenia. It will therefore be helpful to refer

back to some of the political power structures and dynamic relations at play between Armenia

23 This is also true in the Artaxiad period of the growth of Parthian power. Alison Vacca traces in great detail many
of the continuities, real and perceived, between Sasanian and caliphal rule over Armenia. See Vacca, Non-Muslim
Provinces.

24 On Armenia as a contested space in late antiquity between the Roman-Sasanian / Byzantine-Arab worlds, see
Greenwood, “A Contested Jurisdiction;” idem, “Armenian Space.”
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and the Roman and Sasanian Empires in late antiquity, as a way of understanding the fluid and
complex situation of Armenia vis-a-vis the Caliphate and Byzantine Empire from the second half
of the ninth to the first half of the eleventh century.

Periodic Arab raids into Armenia from Syria and Mesopotamia began in 640 and
continued for the next decade and a half until terms were arranged in 653/54, when Theodore
Rstuni, then prince of Armenia (isxan Hayoc ), signed an agreement with the Arab governor of
Syria, Mu ‘awiyah (who later became caliph, r. 661-680).2° By the terms of the agreement,
Armenia was recognized as an autonomous state that was subject to a moderate annual tribute
and a contribution of troops to the Arab army, an arrangement that was the first of its kind in the
caliphate.?¢ One wonders whether conditions may have continued under this rather harmonious
arrangement, had the Byzantine Empire relinquished its ambition to control Armenia. But the
memory of control over significant portions of Armenia in the late sixth and early seventh
century (before the coming of the Arabs) was fresh and its strategic and material advantages not
soon forgotten. From 689—693, taking advantage of unstable conditions in the Umayyad
Caliphate during the second fitna (680—692), the Byzantines temporarily gained the upper hand
and enjoyed a very brief occupation of Armenia.?’” In response, Muhammad b. Marwan, half-
brother of caliph ‘Abd al-Malik (685—705), undertook a series of military campaigns into
Armenia in order to regain the region and integrate it more fully into the caliphate, so that such
an aberrant situation would not be repeated in the future.?® Following his successes, a large

administrative province in the South Caucasus, known as al-Arminiya, was created for this

25 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 20; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 105; Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,”
120-21.

26 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 105; Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,” 120-21.

27 Martin-Hisard, “Domination arabe,” 219-22.

28 Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,” 125-26.
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purpose. Arminiya consisted of Greater Armenia, Eastern Iberia (K art‘li), and Caucasian
Albania (Atuank ). Some have suggested that this administrative structure was modeled on the
previous Sasanian administrative unit of the K ‘ust-i Kapkoh (the kustak of Caucasia), which was
composed of a similar configuration.’® A governor was appointed to administer the province,
defend it from external invasion, and collect taxes. His seat was positioned at Duin/Dabil, the
capital of Armenia from the second half of the fifth century.®! In Armenian sources, this figure
was generally called an ostikan (an Iranian word meaning ‘sure,” ‘faithful,” or ‘loyal) and in
Arab sources an amir (‘military commander’ or ‘governor’).

The effort to more fully integrate Armenia into the caliphate as a result of Armenian
separatist tendencies and contestation from Byzantium hearkens back to similar attempts by the
Sasanian Empire, prompted by Roman attempts to control Armenia and the threat posed by
Christianity as a unifying factor between Armenia and the Roman Empire.?? Rome’s contestation
for control of Armenia gained pace in the late fourth century, and after a series of battles a treaty
between the two empires was arranged by Emperor Theodosius I (r. 379—395) and Shah Shapur
IIT (r. 383-388) in 387 known as the Peace of Ekeleac® (Gk., Akilisén€). Under this agreement,
around four fifths of Armenian territory remained under Sasanian jurisdiction, while about a fifth

passed into Roman control.?® Threatened by Roman ambitions in Armenia and fearful that the

29 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 11. During certain periods, al-Arminiya was also united with Adharbayjan
(Atrpatakan) or with the Jazira under a single governance. See Canard, Cahen, and Deny, “Arminiya.”

30 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 105; Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 11; Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces,
65-67.

31 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 105; Canard, Cahen, and Deny, “Arminiya.” In the late ninth century, the
ostikan ceased to reside solely at Duin, setting up another capital to the east in Partaw (Bardha‘a) in Arran (Albania),
in which he resided when conditions were unfavorable at Duin. See Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 36; Hewsen,
Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 107.

32 On the Roman and Sasanian struggle for control over Armenia in late antiquity, see Greenwood, “A Contested
Jurisdiction.”

33 Garsoian, “The Ar§akuni Dynasty,” 92; Nersessian, “Armenia, partitions of.” The dividing border line ran north to
south from the shore of the Black Sea coast east of Trebizond (modern Trabzon in Turkey), passing by the city of
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spread of Christianity in Persarmenia might undermine that region’s fealty to the state, the
Sasanian Empire advanced a policy that sought to draw the region more firmly into its own orbit.
A concerted effort was thus made to undermine its distinctive institutions. The first casualty was
the already weakened Parthian ArSakuni (Arsacid) dynasty — long sworn enemies of the
Sasanian rulers since the latter’s overthrow of the Parthian house ruling Iran in 224 — which fell
in 428 with the joint cooperation of the centrifugal and locally autonomous Armenian naxarars
who at this stage preferred the suzerainty of a distant liege lord in the figure of the Sasanian shah
to the local Arsacid king ruling in Persarmenia itself.** Persarmenia then came under the direct
rule of a marzpan (Pahlavi/Middle Persian, marzban), a military and civil governor, appointed by
the shah.®> At times the office of marzban was held by the patriarch (nahapet) of an Armenian
naxarar house, but more commonly it was filled by an élite Persian military aristocrat appointed
by the shah to be the representative of his power (like the later ostikan, his seat was at Duin).3¢
There is thus a noticeable parallel between the ostikan in the caliphal period and the marzban
during the Sasanian period. In fact, Lewond, an Armenian historian active during the early
period of Arab rule, continued using the term marzban to designate the caliphal governor of
Arminiya, signifying the perceived continuity between Sasanian and caliphal governance over

Armenia in the eyes of the local populace.®’

Karin (Gk., Theodosioupolis [modern Erzerum]) in the north down to Mesopotamia west of Nisibis in the south. See
Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 65, p. 85; Hewsen, Map 7, “The Partitions of Armenia, 387 and 591
A.D.,” in Hovannisian, Armenian People, 1:97.

34 Garsoian, “The Ar$akuni Dynasty,” 93.

35 As the etymology of the word indicates (marz, ‘border, boundary, frontier’ with suffix -ban, ‘guardian, protector’
from Old Iranian marza-pana), Sasanian marzbans had the important military function of protecting and governing
the border regions of the empire. See Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 117—-18; Pourshariati, Decline and Fall of the
Sasanian Empire, 503; Kramers, “Marzuban;” Gignoux, “L’Organisation administrative Sasanide,” 4.

36 On the period in general, see Garsoian, “The Marzpanate.”

37 Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 114-24 at 116.
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After the fall of the ArSakuni dynasty, Sasanian shahs then made an effort to undermine
first the catholicate and then Christianity in Armenia. In the mid-fifth century, Shah Yazdgard II
(r. 438-457) attempted to bring Armenia into conformity with the official Zurvanite
Zoroastrianism of the empire.*8 This, in turn, sparked a series of Armenian revolts led by the
prominent Mamikonean naxarar family, until Armenia was granted the right to religious self-
determination in 484. The Mamikonean family, which consistently maintained a pro-Roman
position, also took the Byzantine side in its wars with the Sasanian Empire in the late sixth and
early seventh century. This general policy continued into the caliphal period, when the
Mamikonean house took the leading role in a series of revolts against the caliphate in the eighth
century (with devastating results for the Mamikoneans, who were largely decimated at this time),
after the formation of Arminiya and caliphal attempts to integrate the North more fully into the

caliphate.

Armenian Revolts of the Eighth Century and Changes to the Naxarar Social Structure

The Armenian revolts of the eighth century, and the caliphal suppressions of them, led to
profound changes in the naxarar structure of Armenian society, in part as a result of retaliatory
measures from the center. The eighth and ninth centuries witnessed the demise, disappearance, or
destruction of lesser families as well as certain great families, like the Mamikonean, who had
taken part in the revolts. Filling the resulting vacuum, three major families came to dominate
Armenia during the ninth and tenth centuries, namely the Bagratuni, Siwni, and Arcruni, who

greatly expanded their domains, incorporating those territories that had formerly belonged to

38 Garsoian, “The Marzpanate,” 98—-101.
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lesser naxarar families. Arcruni expansion soon encompassed Vaspurakan in the south, and it is
here that Anania was appointed abbot of Narek monastery, founded at the height of Arcrunid
power in the second quarter of the tenth century.

One of the reasons that the Bagratids emerged in the ninth century as the dominant
Armenian family of the era was that they generally took a neutral or pro-caliphal stance when
certain naxarar families, generally led by the Mamikoneans, organized revolts against caliphal
taxation or rule.?* While the fortunes of the Bagratunis rose often through studied neutrality, by
contrast successive scions of the Mamikonean and other naxarar houses were executed
following caliphal suppression of the revolts. The insurrection with the most devastating
consequences took place in 77475, led by Mamikonean scions Artawazd and Musel. It began
with the execution of caliphal tax collectors and erupted into war.*® The caliphal armies were
victorious and executed the leading males of the Mamikonean house and those of many other
houses that had joined with them. As a result, the male line of the Mamikonean and several other
houses disappeared altogether.*! At this point, the caliphal center was at the height of its power
vis-a-vis the Armenian naxarars and took advantage of its position to seek further political

integration of Arminiya.

The Migration of Arab Tribes and the Establishment of Emirates
One of the significant actions taken by the center to strengthen its hold on the region in

the aftermath of the eighth century revolts was the settling of Arab tribes in the North. This had a

39 On these revolts, see Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,” 125-32.

40 ¥ ewond, History, XL-XLI (34), MH 6:828-34, tr. Martin-Hisard, 160-72, tr. Arzoumanian, 129-38. See
Garsoian, “The Arab Invasions,” 131-32.

4l Garsoian, “The Arab Invasions,” 133.
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deep and long-lasting impact on the local social structure. As mentioned above, in this period
prominent noble houses such as the Mamikoneans and Kamsarakans, as well as many lesser
houses, were decimated and disappeared or abandoned their estates and migrated to the
Byzantine empire, where they were generally settled along the Arab-Byzantine border and
employed by the empire in its border wars with the caliphate.*? In addition to enabling the
expansion of the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni naxarar houses, another fundamental change to
the internal make-up of Armenian society was initiated: the settling of Arab colonists in Armenia
to take up permanent residence there. The arrival of Arab emirates in Armenia profoundly
altered the traditional and exclusive hereditary rule of Armenian naxarars over their domains.
This deliberate disruption to the integrity of the native Armenian social structure strengthened
the caliph’s hold over the region. The Arab emirates that were established in the ninth and tenth
centuries marked a watershed change to the centuries-old status quo of the naxarar social
system, since the emirates were a foreign element permanently settled in Armenian territory.*
This unprecedented development became more common in the following centuries.

The Arab migrations into Armenia began in earnest during the reign of Hartin al-Rashid
(786-809).** From the perspective of the caliphate, settling Muslim Arab contingents in the
North was a way of helping to subdue the local Christian populations with their centrifugal
tendencies. As the prominence of the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni houses grew in the ninth and
tenth centuries, emirates were settled strategically in places in-between the borders of the three

dominant houses in order to cut them off from one another and disrupt their ability to unite

42 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 21-22, 32-33.
43 This is one of the principal observations in Ter-Ghewondyan’s Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia.
4 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 31; Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,” 134.
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against the caliphal center. Thus, the emirate of Duin and Gott'n were strategically placed beside
the Bagratid realm and Siwnik’, while also separating Siwnik" from Arcruni Vaspurakan; the
Qaysite emirate separated the Bagratid realm from Taron, while also bordering Vaspurakan.*®
These locations also had the strategic geographical advantage of being close to river valleys or
shoreline where the urban centers were located and connected to one another by roads along
which supplies or troops could be transported. However, once the emirates became land owners
and woven to a certain degree into the naxarar structure, they often became autonomous
elements in their own right that did not necessarily align with the policies of the caliphal center.*®
Their integration into local Armenian society is exemplified by several cases of intermarriage
between emirs with the daughters of prominent Armenian houses, including both the
Mamikonean and Arcruni in the eighth and ninth centuries.*’

The emirates also enabled the establishment of a permanent military presence along the
borders of the caliphate with Byzantium in the West and with the Khazars in the North,
especially important since the latter often joined forces with the Byzantines in their attacks
against the caliphate.*® Skirmishes, raids, and battles between Arab and Byzantine armies are a
defining feature of the seventh and eighth centuries, and the near constant warfare between the
Arab and Byzantine armies led to the development of a fortified frontier zone along the border
between the two realms, known in Arabic as the thughiir, that stretched from the Tarsus
mountains in Cilicia through Malatya/Melinténé and on to Karin/Theodosiopolis/Qaligala.*’

While the Byzantine agenda was to create a neutral wasteland, a no-man’s land that would act as

4 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 88. See Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 87, p. 111.
46 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 49.

47 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 33-34, 45-50, 56.

48 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 29, 49.

4 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 22; Bowsorth and Latham, “‘al-Thughdr.”
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a protective uninhabitable barrier between their realm and the caliphate, the Arabs, on the other
hand, built fortified castles in the thughiir in which they housed armies in order to conduct their
annual raids into Byzantine territory.>® The constant military activity in the thughiir was
disruptive to the native population and led to the introduction of new demographic elements
there, such as Turkic tribes. It also became home to “heretical” Christian communities such as
the Paulicians, and later the T ondrakeans, who generally sided with the Arabs in the hostilities
that stretched across the borderlands.’! The T ondrakean community became more prominent in
Armenian ecclesiastical history in the tenth and eleventh centuries, ceasing to be a solely fringe
movement and becoming associated with certain monasteries and clerics of the church. Anania
of Narek was commissioned to write a refutation against this movement that was circulated and
cited by many of his contemporaries and subsequent figures, including Grigor of Narek, Grigor
Magistros, and Ners€s Shnorhali. Despite this treatise, he, like many other monks and ascetic
figures of the time, was himself denounced as a T ondrakite, and was required to write a
statement in his defense. The fourth chapter will look more closely at the social and religious
dimensions of this and other ecclesiastical crises in the period, focusing especially on explaining
the application of the “T‘ondrakec‘i” heretical label to monks and ascetics like Anania and his

protégé Grigor.

30 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 23.
3! Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 24. On these religious groups, which will be discussed more in the fourth
chapter, see Garsoian, Paulician Heresy; Nersessian, Tondrakian Movement.
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Contextual Factors Related to the Establishment of Armenian Kingship

Another important factor that preceded the establishment of the Bagratid kingdom of
Greater Armenia in the second half of the ninth century was the rise of autonomous, centrifugal
tendencies in the Arab emirates and then also the governor (ostikan) of the North. We hear, for
example, of cases where emirs led revolts, or military expeditions, against the ostikan (the
caliphal representative in the North) in the ninth century. One prominent example was the
twenty-year period of unrest known as the revolt of Babak (816-837), in which this Persian chief
rebelled against the caliph and made himself master of a large domain in the regions of
Caucasian Albania and Adharbayjan.’> Another example is the emir Jahhaf who married the
daughter of a Mamikonean prince and seized the former Mamikonean domain of Tardon as well
as Sirak and Ar$arunik‘ from the Kamsarakans.** Jahhaf also conquered and briefly held Duin,
the traditional capital and seat of the ostikan, who recently had set up an alternate residence in
Partaw (Bardha‘a) in Arran (Caucasian Albania). Such activity destabilized the official power
structure of the region, and was also threatening to the caliphal center, since the caliph was
represented in the North in the person of the ostikan. Such centrifugal activity, initiated
especially by Iranian elements in the caliphate breaking against the centralized rule of the
caliphs, picked up momentum in the ninth century and continued into the tenth, benefitting from
the economic troubles and political instability that plagued the caliphal captial.>*

Other challenges to the caliphal center came from the ostikan itself. In the Umayyad

period, there was no hereditary succession to the office of ostikan of Arminiya.’> The constant

32 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 107; Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 37-38.

33 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 33-35.

34 On the economic troubles and instability of the caliphal center, see Waines, “Third Century Internal Crisis.”
33 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 43.

36



changing of the position assured the loyalty of the ostikan to the caliph. But during the ‘Abbasid
period, this dynamic changed. With the settling of an Arab population in Arminiya, certain of the
dominant emirates that had established hereditary domains in the North came to control the
position of ostikan in hereditary fashion. Examples include the Shaybani and Sulami ostikans.>®
In line with centrifugal tendencies observable across the caliphate and the caliph’s own desire for
the North to be fragmented into smaller, more manageable polities, the ostikanate of Arminiya
also transitioned into a hereditary office that could better balance the dominant naxarar families
of the period.>” However, the ostikanate itself then often ran counter to the interests of the
caliphal center, and acted in its own autonomous interests, leading to many cases of conflict

between the caliph and the ostikan.>®

The Making of Armenian Kings

By the second half of the ninth century, then, the position and authority of the caliphs was
threatened by crisis at the center and centrifugal forces within the caliphate, i.e. the ostikan of the
North and the other autonomous emirates and dynastic polities emerging during the so-called
Iranian intermezzo. Complicating matters further, they were threatened by a resurgent Byzantium
to the West, which under Basil I was attacking the western border of Armenia, and making
overtures to the Bagratuni prince to seek to secure his loyalty against the caliph.>® In an effort to

ensure the loyalty of the Armenians amidst these internal and external threats, in 862 the caliph

36 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 43—44.

57 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 43.

38 A good example is the early tenth-century Sajid ostikan Yusuf, who was imprisoned for three years by the caliph
al-Mugtadir on grounds of insubordination. See Bosworth, “Sadjids.”

9 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 143-44.
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ordered the ostikan of Arminiya, then seated in Partaw/Bardha‘a to invest Bagratuni prince ASot
with robes and insignia, confer on him the title “prince of princes (isxan isxanac),” and grant
him the authority to collect taxes in his realm and send the required tribute directly to the
caliph.®® This officially acknowledged his position over the local Muslim emirates and Christian
naxarars of the North and meant that in several respects, such as taxation and tribute, he could
deal directly with the caliph and no longer had to work through the intermediary of the ostikan.®!
The ostikan of Arminiya still retained formal authority over ASot, and in the coming years the
Bagratid ruler and the ostikan often clashed with one another, perhaps a positive development as
seen from the perspective of the weakened caliph, who sought to set the autonomous polities
against one another in a ‘divide and rule’ strategy. In 884, a crown was sent by Caliph al-
Mu‘tamid (870 — 892) and brought to Asot by the ostikan in order for him to be crowned king of
Armenia by the catholicos. While this ceremony held great significance for the local Armenian
population, who hailed it as the return of Armenian kingship, it seems to have brought little
appreciable change to the power dynamic between ASot, the ostikan, and the caliph.®? Shortly
after this coronation ceremony, Byzantine Emperor Basil I (867 — 886), competing for Bagratuni
loyalty, offered gestures of friendship, honor, and peace, referring to Asot in a letter as his
“beloved son (mpgf ufipkyfr),” thereby seeking, albeit ineffectually at the time, to assert his own

suzerainty over the Bagatuni king.%®

60 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 147.

61 Garsoian, “The Independent Kingdoms,” 147-48; Laurent and Canard, “L ’Arménie entre Byzance et l'Islam,”
323.

62 Bagratuni kings never struck their own coins and remained tributary to the caliphate throughout the length of their
kingdom. Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 148.

93 Yovhanngs Drasxanakertc ‘i, History of Armenia XXIX, MH 11:444.10.
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During the reign of ASot (prince of princes, 862 — 884; king, 884 — 890), there was a brief
period of unity in Greater Armenia, with marriage ties uniting the three great Armenian houses
with one another under the Bagratuni king. However, in line with precedent well established in
earlier eras, centrifugal tendencies among the other leading naxarar families led to the
establishment of break-away rival and minor kingdoms by first the Arcruni and then the Siwni,
and the subsequent internal fragmentation of the Bagratuni realm itself into smaller kingdoms.
This was a welcome development from the perspective of the caliphal center as well as the
Byzantine Empire, both of which could more easily manage a fractured Armenia than one strong
and unified.%*

By the late ninth century, Vaspurakan, the southern portion of Greater Armenia where
Anania was active, had largely come under the unified control of the Arcruni family after a
number of successful military campaigns against the ‘Uthmanids.®> The ‘Uthmanids were a
Muslim emirate that had expanded their domains in the south by taking advantage of the
devastating military campaigns (851 — 852, 855 — 856) in Armenia ordered by Calpih al-
Mutawakkil and carried out by (Turkish) general Bugha al-Kabir after a rebellion led by an
Armenian northern and southern alliance between Bagarat Bagratuni and ASot Arcruni.®® While

there was rivalry among the scions of the Arcruni family over the dominant position, a marriage

641t is worth mentioning as well that initially the K artvelized branch of the Bagratid house, known in Georgian as
the Bagrationis, who had reigned as princes in Iberia since 813, accepted the suzerainty of the Armenian king, but
soon established an autonomous kingdom of their own in 888, with a similar relation to the caliph as the Armenian
Bagratuni king. See Rapp, “Georgia before the Mongols;” Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 9. By the early eleventh
century, they had brought eastern and western Georgia into a unified whole (Sak‘art‘velo), which began an era that
has been deemed a “golden age” by modern historians, in which the Bagrationis reigned as the dominant Christian
power in the Caucasus. See Metreveli, Golden Age.

%5 The details of the military battles and campaigns that eventually led to the extension of the borders of the ruling
Arcruni noblemen across all of Vaspurakan in the second half of the ninth century are detailed in the History of the
House of the Arcrunik by T ‘ovma Arcruni and his Anonymous Continuators, as well as in the History of Armenia
of Catholicos Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i.

%6 On the rebellion and military campaigns of Bugha 1-Kabir, see Garsoian, “Arab Invasions,” 140-42.
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alliance between isxan Grigor-Derenik Arcruni (r. 857 — 868, 874 — 887) and Sop ‘i (Sofia), the
daughter of ASot I Bagratuni, strengthened Grigor-Derenik’s position among his fellow princes
in Vaspurakan, and also contributed to the unity of Greater Armenia under ASot Bagratuni’s
leadership.®’

This unity however was not long-lasting, as Grigor-Derenik’s sons looked to the
establishment of a separate kingdom of Vaspurakan. Grigor-Derenik’s eldest son, ASot, had
ambitions to establish a separatist kingdom, but these were squashed by Smbat I (r. 890 — 914),
the son and successor of ASot Bagratuni.®® The goal was eventually realized by Grigor-Derenik’s
younger son Gagik, who through his mother Sop ‘i, was the grandson of the first Bagratuni king
ASot I and nephew of then King Smbat I. Upon the death of his brother ASot Arcruni, Gagik
succeeded as the prince of Vaspurakan in 904. Smbat’s decision to return the important city of
Naxcawan to Siwnik" — after having recently granted it to Arcruni Vaspurkan for their help in
putting down the revolt of the Qaysite emirs of Manazkert — served as the pretext for Gagik’s
revolt against the Bagratuni king. In order to advance his own standing, Gagik made an alliance
with the Sajid governor (ostikan) of Arminiya and Adharbayjan, Yiisuf' b. Abi ’1 Saj Diwdad (r.
901 —919, 922 —929), who had moved his capital to Ardabil and was fighting with the Bagratuni
King Smbat.%® Their alliance was made in 908, and in return, the ostikan Yusuf recognized Gagik
as “king of Armenia.” This marked the beginning of Vaspurakan as a kingdom separate from the
Bagratuni realm, and, at least in the ostikan’s eyes, as having precedence over it.”° The two then

set out on a military campaign that led to the capture and imprisonment of Smbat. The Bagratuni

67 See Mahé, Histoire de I’Arménie, 130.

68 Mahé, Histoire de [’Arménie, 130.

% Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 155-58; Bosworth, “Sadjids.”
70 Zuckerman, “Catholicos Anania of Mokk",” 847.
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king was later put to death along with other members of the Bagratuni royal family, an outcome
that Gagik seems not to have anticipated. He subsequently broke off his alliance with Yisuf and

the two went to war against one another.”!

Gagik Arcruni and the Founding of Narek Monastery

Gagik, under whose initiative Narek monastery was founded, was an ambitious and
skillful ruler, through whose machinations and during whose reign the epicenter of Armenian
political power temporarily migrated from the Bagratunis in the North to the Arcrunis in the
South.”? At least, this seems to have been the way things were perceived by the Byzantine
Empire at the time. A letter from Nicholas I Mystikos (Patriarch of Constantinople, sed. 901 —
907, 912 — 925) written to Gagik ca. 924 addresses Gagik as “ruler of rulers” (1® &pyovtt T@v
apyovimv), a Greek calque on the Armenian “prince of princes” (isxan isxanac ‘), most likely
signaling the primacy among Armenian kings that Gagik then held in the eyes of the imperial
elite.”® Gagik’s son and successor, Grigor-Derenik (Derenik-ASot, r. ca. 943 — 953/8) seems able
to have maintained this status into the 950s, as evidenced by another Greek text from that time

— the De ceremoniis aulae byzantinae, commissioned by Emperor Constantine VII

71 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 156-59; Mahé

, Histoire de I’ Arménie, 136-37.

72 1t was not until after Gagik’s death, during the reign of Bagratuni King Asot III Olormac (‘the Merciful’) that
scholars see the balance of power having shifted decisively back to the northern Bagratid kingdom. See Zuckerman,
“Catholicos Anania of Mokk",” 847; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 164; Greenwood, “Armenian
Neighbours,” 354-55.

73 Nicholas Mystikos, Letters, no. 139, pp. 446-51. See Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 355; Maksoudian,
“Biography” in Yovhann&s Drasxanakertc‘i, History of Armenia, 21-23.
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Porphyrogenitus (r. 945 — 959) — that maintains the same terminology for the king of
Vaspurakan (&pyov 1@v dpxovimv).’

Gagik was also able to bring the central institution of ecclesiastical power, the
catholicate, to Vaspurakan. In the beginning of the 920s, Catholicos Yovhann&s Drasxanakertc‘i
‘the Historian’ (sed. 898 — 924/5) fled from the traditional residence at Duin — where catholicoi
had resided since the middle of the fifth century — due to unstable conditions brought about by

the military expeditions of the ostikan Yuisuf. The final destination of the catholicos’ flight in the

74 Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De ceremoniis aulae Byzantinae 11.48. For an updated Greek edition of this
section, see Martin-Hisard, “Constantinople et les archontes,” 359-530 at 368. The passage in question relating to
the Bagratuni and Arcruni kings reads as follows:

Eig tov dpyovta t@v apyoviov Tiig peyaing Appeviac. fovAla xpuoti Tpioordia.

“Kovotavtivog koi Popavoc, motoi &v Xpiotd 1@ Oed adtokpdtopeg atyovotot peydiot factrels Popaiov, Tpog
0 SV TOV TEPLPAVESTATOV TPATOV TTiG MEYAANG ApUEVIOG KO TVELHATIKOV BV TéKVOV.”

Eig tov dpyovta 100 Acmovpakdv, fiyovv Bacmapakdyv, 6 viv tiunbeig dpywv tdv dpydvimv. foviia xpuci]
TPLOOADIaL.

“Kovotavtivog koi Popavoc, motoi &v Xpiotd 1@ Oed adtokpdtopec ayovstol Baciieic Popaiov, tpog 0 deiva
TEPLPAVESTOTOV GpYOVTOo, TOV ApYOVTIDVY.”

It does not seem possible from this passage alone to conclude that the king of Vaspurakan was held in higher honor
than that of the king of Bagratuni, although this text does have indications in that regard. The honor accorded to
each in terms of titulature is nearly identical. Both are referred to as “ruler of rulers” (gig Tov Gpyovta Td®V
apyovimv). The Bagratuni king is listed first, which could perhaps indicate primacy, although this may have more to
do with the fact that it was the Bagratuni who were first crowned kings. The other question then revolves around
their domain. What are they deemed “king of kings” of? The Bagratuni king is addressed as t1ov dpyovta t@v
apyovrov tijg peyding Appeviag (“the ruler of rulers of Greater Armenia, i.e. #48& Zuiyp”). Does this mean that in
the eyes of the Byzantine emperor, he is king over all other kings throughout Armenian lands, or just limited to
those in Greater Armenia (i.e. the current Bagratuni realm)? The grammar and context seems to favor the latter,
more limited interpretation, although leaving it ambiguous would be good for diplomatic relations. The Bagratuni
king is also addressed as mvevpotikov Nudv tékvov (“our beloved son/child”), a way of address that as we saw
above goes back at least as far to the way Emperor Basil I addressed Asot I. The Arcruni king is first addressed as
TOV dpyovta 100 Acmovpakdv, fiyovv Bacmapaxdy (“the ruler of Vaspurakan™), but then there is an additional
clause indicating his recent elevated status: 6 vOov tiunfeig dpywv td@v dpydviov (“who is now honored as ruler of
rulers”). Significantly, the title “ruler of rulers” is not limited to the realm of Vaspurakan (that would be: tov
apyovra Td®V apyxoviwv tod Acrmovpakdv, which is not what we have here) but rather seems to apply more
universally (i.e. ruler over all other Armenian rulers). Would this then imply that he is also king over the king of
Greater Armenia? It is difficult to say, but the text could be read that way. In all likelihood, given that this manual is
concerned with proper titulature for diplomatic relations, the text is probably more concerned with addressing the
Bagratuni and Arcruni kings as they would want to be addressed, i.e. consonant with the claims they are making
about themselves, and not attempting to assert primacy of one over the other. To further complicate matters, the date
of the text is not certain. While sections of the text go back to earlier centuries, it was compiled and revised into its
present form by Constantine VII Prophyrogenitus in the 950s. We do not always know with certainty which portions
derive from earlier material and which were subject to revisions. Nor can we be certain that there were not later
interpolations, additions, or adjustments after the 950s. On the dating of the different portions of the De ceremoniis,
see McCormick, “De Ceremoniis;” Lemerle, Le premier humanisme, 274—78.

42



winter of 923/4 was Gagik’s newly built palatial residence on the island of Att‘amar located
about 3 km from the shoreline in the southern portion of Lake Van.”® Catholicos Yovhannées died
shortly thereafter, and King Gagik played a leading role in the election of the next four
catholicoi, with the result that all four hailed from southern houses of Vaspurakan and
maintained their residence beside him at Att‘amar until his death.”® Therefore, during the bulk of
Gagik’s reign from the 920s to the 940s, the island of Alt'amar and the city of Ostan on the
adjacent shore of Lake Van where Gagik had constructed his first palace’” marked themselves
out not just as the capital of Vaspurakan, but as the epicenter of Armenian political and
ecclesiastical power.”

It is in precisely this period that nearby the Arcruni capital of Ostan and the island of
Alt‘amar, a short distance removed from the southwestern shore of Lake Van, the monastery of

Narek was founded ca. 930s-940s.7 As I will discuss in the next chapter, Gagik seems to have

75 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 161-62.

76 These are Step ‘anos 11 Rstuni (sed. ca. 924/5 — 925), T‘@odoros I R3tuni (sed. 925 — 934/5), Etisé Rituni (sed.
934/5 — 941/2, and Anania Mokac‘i (941/2 — ca. 965/6). See Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 89 and 91-92,
232 n. 155. Although there is not a great deal of information on the election of catholicoi in this period, with the
return of kingship in Armenia in the ninth century, the king (and then kings, in the tenth century) appears to have
begun to take a leading role in the election of catholicoi. See Hats ‘uni, Kat ‘oghikosakan éntrut iwn, 33. Referencing
his own election to the catholicate, Anania Mokac‘i first lists “Lord Gagik Arcruni, King of Armenia (wbwn b
Qg iy Updpnciing Suyng Pugwenpf)” and then “Lord Abas Bagratuni.. . King of Greater Armenia (urbwn it
Upwuwy Pugpunncing. UESf Sugng wppayfr),” followed by “their royal scions as well as all the bishops,
monastics, and other ascetic solitaries, and the requests and unanimous appeals of priors (wrgfits [Frregsgusts
qeupdfgh ke Swnfune bl bugfulngnamyg ke Jubalwlong b wyy Sqlwcnp dEvmenpug, wnafinpyfy Swggduiy be
Ffuudugls prgnpmiing).” See Anania Mokac'i, “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians,” MH
10:256.6—7. This seems to indicate that King Gagik took the leading role in the election of Anania, and by
implication, his three predecessors. See Hats ‘uni, Kat ‘oghikosakan entrut ‘iwn, 33-34; Maksoudian, Chosen of God,
37.

77 T*ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik‘1V.6, MH 11:285-87,
trans. Thomson, 352-54.

78 1t was Catholicos Anania Mokac‘i (941/2 — ca. 965/6) — a powerful ecclesiastical figure about whom more will
be said later — who relocated the catholicosal residence north to Argina in Bagratuni territory seven years into his
catholicate at the end of the 940s. See Mahé, Histoire de I’ Arménie, 145—46; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,”
163-64, 171.

79 The date of its founding will be discussed in the next chapter.
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funded and built the monastery in order to have a spiritual and intellectual center near his capital
to further heighten his prestige and win the backing of the monastic contingent. This foundation
expressed Gagik’s sponsorship of the spiritual/monstic sphere of society, in addition to his
growing influence in the political and ecclesiastical (episcopal/hierarchical) spheres. Just as he
had wrested political and catholicosal prestige from the Bagratuni realm and relocated it to
Vaspurakan, so also did Gagik convince Anania and Petros, two renowned young vardapets who
dwelt in monasteries located in the Bagratuni realm, to relocate to Vaspurakan in order to head
up the newly founded monastery of Narek.®® Anania was made abbot and charged with

regulating the monastery’s internal life, which will be the subject of Chapter Three.

Narek and New Trends in Armenian Monastic Life

The foundation of Narek was part of a regional proliferation of large, cenobitic monastic
establishments in the period from the second half of the ninth to the eleventh century. After a
review of the foundation dates of the 200 monastic institutions that can be firmly established as
having predated the Battle of Manazkert (1071), Sergio La Porta notes that intense building
activity “began at the end of the ninth, climaxed during the tenth, and then slowed down slightly
during the eleventh. The majority of monasteries known to have been established during the pre-

Seljuk era date from this period.”®! The late tenth/early eleventh-century historian Step‘anos

80 Anania’s contemporary Samu&l Kamrjajorec‘i (ca. 940 — ca. 1010) reports that the vardapets Petros and Anania
first dwelt in Antak® and then in Xawarajor before they dwelt in Narek (Qbwpru be Usimifius ffuspgumbmp, np
'Iwn_luzuu.l,n'!fl Jaflunue e iy [1 ﬁ]lul_lu[nu&np Eo 'Ibmn'! [1 Lmﬂbl[ Ffuul[bgluil) See Samuél Kamrjajorec‘i,
Explanation of Feasts, MH 10:718-22 at 720.20. See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘i, 22-26; idem, Grigor
Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:114-18. Antak® was a monastery located to the far southwest of the Bagratid
realm close to the frontier in the district of Hawnunik', about 100 km north of Lake Van and just south of the Araxes
river. Xawarajor is thought to be located to the east of Antak® in the Bagratid district of ArSarunik‘. See Hewsen,
Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 91, page 115; HHSHTB, s.v. Antak‘; Xavarajor.

81 La Porta, Review of Répertoire, 160.
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Taronec ‘i singles out the tenth century as a resplendent period of building activity.®? It was also a
period marked by the building of significant civil infrastructure and public works projects. The
intense building activity was a product of the booming economy in this period in the caliphate,
into which Armenia was tightly integrated, and more broadly across the Mediterranean. From
750-1000, the Islamic world witnessed expansion across nearly every realm of the economy,
including extraction of natural resources, mining, and monetization; agricultural production;
manufacturing; higher levels of education, literacy, and specialization in the labor and service
sectors; an increase in urbanization, trade, commerce, and markets; and a sophisticated system of
centralized taxation.®? Naturally, most of these trends are also observable in Armenia, and will be
examined in more detail in the following chapter in conjunction with a more detailed treatment
of the religious and civil building projects of the period.3* The profit and expendable wealth
available to Armenian rulers in this period seems to be particularly connected with the increase
of traffic in international trade and mercantile activity through Armenian territory.

One of the main features setting apart the monasteries founded in this period from the
earlier one was their scale and size.®®> The contemporary historian Step ‘anos Taronec'i Asolik
records, for example, that Kamrjajor monastery housed 300 monks, while Hatbat and Sanahin
together contained some 500.% It can be assumed that many of those newly entering into the

monastic communities in this period were young and inexperienced. Furthermore, monastic

82 Universal History 1117, MH 15:750-54.19-56; I11.8, MH 15:755.1-8, tr. Greenwood, 224-32; French translation
in Mahé, Grégoire de Narek; Tragédie, 9—13.

83 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth.”

84 The Armenian rulers profited especially from their facilitation of international trade, collecting transit fees for the
transport of goods across their territory, as trade routes passed through both the Bagratid realm and Vaspurakan. See
Manandian, Trade and Cities, 129-72.

85 Cowe, “Armenians in the Era of the Crusades,” 411.

86 See Step ‘anos Taronec i, Universal History 1.7, MH 15:750.22, 111.8, MH 15:755.7, tr. Greenwood, 224-25,
232.
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communities on this scale in the Armenian context were unprecedented and therefore must have
presented new challenges to those living within them, as well as abbots like Anania, who were
charged with regulating life in the monasteries. This context forms the backdrop for the number
of xrats (ascetical instructions) written by Anania. They cover a range of topics, including
humility, patience and peace, prayer, thoughts, spiritual mourning with tears, the transience of
earthly life, how to live according to the precepts of the Scriptures, and admonition for priests. A
series was commissioned by Bishop Xac ik ArSaruni, future Catholicos Xac ik I (sed. 972/3 —
990/1),%” and may have circulated among a number of the newly founded cenobitic monasteries
in order to inculcate ethical virtues and the monastic worldview. As such, they may have been
used as templates to instruct novices on how to live together harmoniously in community and to
offer teaching on various ascetic practices and the attainment of virtue. I will cover this topic in

the third chapter.

ARMENIA AMID BYZANTINE EXPANSION
The tenth and early eleventh centuries are marked by further fragmentation of the
Armenian kingdoms and the advance of the Byzantine Empire across the Armenian plateau. The
principality of Siwnik® in the southeast of Greater Armenia, a region which had for long
exhibited separatist tendencies, broke off from the Bagratid kingdom and established a separate
kingdom in the second half of the tenth century. A number of other minor kingdoms and
principalities followed suit in Caucasian Albania and the eastern portions of Arminiya.’® This

movement had its parallel in the ecclesiastical sphere, with the bishop of Siwnik‘ clashing with

87 Tamrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:132-34, 144; idem, Anania Narekats i, 192-222.
88 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 119-23.
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catholicos Anania Mokac'i when the centralizing policies of the latter encountered the
secessionist tendencies of the former. Such a dynamic had occurred in previous periods, most
notably in the second half of the sixth to early seventh centuries, as will be discussed further in
the fourth and fifth chapters. In the latter tenth century and into the eleventh, the Bagratid
kingdom itself fractured into smaller units. A separate Bagratid kingdom was established in Kars
in 982 and then another in Lofi-Ta8ir (Tair-Joraget).®

The weakening of the central power of the caliphate combined with the centrifugal
tendencies of the Armenian royal houses, their fragmentation into smaller, separate kingdoms
and principalities, and their overall lack of unity, contributed to the success of the Byzantine
expansion into Armenia. The Byzantine Empire pushed the border southwards into Cilicia,
northern Syria, and Mesopotamia and eastwards across Anatolia into Lesser and Greater
Armenia from the late ninth to early eleventh centuries.”® This expansion brought with it certain
demographic changes that raised ecclesiastical issues in which Anania played a vocal and pivotal
role. A brief survey of these developments will set the stage for a more detailed examination of
Anania’s role in these issues in the fifth chapter.

The Byzantine expansion southwards into Cilicia and northern Syria and eastwards into
Lesser and Greater Armenia was achieved by the militaristic Macedonian dynasty (867—1056).
The dynasty’s founder, Basil I (867-886), undertook campaigns in eastern Cappadocia, northern

Syria, and western Armenia against the emirates that controlled those territories.”! Under Basil 1,

8 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 114—15; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 166—67.

9 On the Byzantine expansion in this period and the empire’s relations with Armenia, see Greenwood, “Armenian
Neighbours;” Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 109-24; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124-26; For maps,
see Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 350; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 105, p. 125. For an
overview of the Byzantine Empire during this period in general, see Shepard, “Equilibrium to Expansion;”
Treadgold, Byzantine State and Society, 446—611.

1 Treadgold, Byzantine State and Society, 455-61;
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Sebasteia was reconquered, and by 911, during the reign of Leo VI (886-912), it became a
Byzantine theme (frontier military province).??

As mentioned above, the Arab-Byzantine frontier zone had been abandoned by much of
its civilian population due to the annual warfare conducted there. Before the Byzantine
conquests, the inhabitants were sparsely populated and comprised of Paulicians, Arab military
units, and many of mixed background with complex identites.”® After the empire conquered and
gained control over territory in a more lasting fashion beginning in the tenth century, it needed to
populate it with permanent civilian residents. Unsurprisingly, there was little interest among
Byzantine communities to move east into the newly reconquered territories. Thus, Armenian and
Syriac non-Chalcedonian Christians formed the majority of those who were encouraged to
resettle in these territories.”* This in turn led to confessional tensions and ecclesiastical
controversies between imperial and Syriac and Armenian church hierarchs over matters of
Christology and Ecclesiology, the validity of sacraments, and episcopal jurisdiction. The
imperial church expected the non-Chalcedonian communities to conform to their norms, as had
been the case with previous waves of Armenians that had settled in Byzantine lands in earlier
eras.”> When Armenian and Syriac leaders offered resistance, relations soured and took a hostile
and then violent turn.

The next major military advance occurred during the reign of Romanos I Lekapenos

(920-944), led by the able Armeno-Byzantine general John Kourkouas (Gurgen).”® Kourkouas

92 Treadgold, Byzantine State and Society, 466—470; Hild and Restle, Kappadokien, 85, 274; Cowe, “Armenian
Immigration,” 116;

93 See Eger, Islamic-Byzantine Frontier, 290-94.

% On Syrian and Armenian immigration to the Byzantine reconquered territories, see Cowe, “Armenian
Immigration.”

95 See Kaldellis, Romanland, 155-95.

% See Treadgold, Byzantine State and Society, 476—86.
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led raids deep into Muslim territory, reaching as far as Duin on two occasions (in 922 and
928/9).°7 Under his command and with the assistance of Armenian troops, the Byzantines
captured Meliteng in 934 and took control of eastern Cappadocia.®® Here Syrians were
encouraged to settle, Melitené having already been the seat of a Syrian bishopric since 793.%°
The repeated raids of John Kourkouas into the territory of the Qaysite emirs eventually reduced
the latter to vassals. In 949, during the reign of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (945-959), the
strategic military outpost and capital of the Qaysite emirate, Qaliqala (Gk. Theodosioupolis,
Arm. Karin), was captured.'

During the reign of Nikephoros Phocas (963-969), the frontier was pushed further
eastwards and southwards. Under his command, the Byzantine army defeated the emir of Tarsus
and in 969 captured Antioch.!?! In 966/967, the Bagratid principality of Taron was annexed and
incorporated into the empire.!?? Karin and Basean were also taken and then Manazkert
(Manzikert) in 969.!9 By means of these conquests, Cappadocia was no longer a frontier
province and enjoined a period of relative peace and stability from 965 to 1065.1%* These
victories and the stability of eastern Cappadocia ushered in a vast Armenian immigration into the
theme of Sebasteia, as well as an influx of Syrians settling particularly in and around Meliteng.!%?

The settlement of non-Chalcedonian Christian communities of Armenians and Syrians

into the borders of the empire naturally raised a number of issues. First of all, non-Chalcedonian

97 Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 75-77; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124.

98 Shepard, “Equilibrium to Expansion,” 509.

% Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 113.

190 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 356; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124.

101 Treadgold, Byznatine State and Society, 504—05; Shepard, “Expansion to Equilibrium,” 520.

102 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 357.

103 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124; Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 357; Treadgold, Byznatine
State and Society, 504.

104 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 116; Hild and Restle, Kappadokien, 91.

105 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 113-16.
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and Chalcedonian episcopal hierarchies overlapped in these areas. Newly founded or expanded
or relocated Armenian and Syrian bishops shared jurisdiction with newly founded imperial
Chalcedonian ones.!% Confessional tensions seem to have rapidly escalated in this
unprecedented situation, with the denial of the validity of the other church’s sacraments issued
by clerics on both sides.!?” Influential Armenian churchmen of the period, including Anania of
Narek, argued that the Armenian Church should adopt the same policy as the Byzantines took
towards Armenians, so that those who had received baptism at the hands of Chalcedonians and
wanted to participate in Armenian sacraments must be rebaptized according to the Armenian rite.
These tensions soon escalated from hostile polemics to violence. The Syrian patriarch was
brought to Constantinople for discussions ca. 966 and detained for three years. Matters grew
worse in the second half of the tenth century, with Chalcedonian attempts to interfere in
patriarchal elections and force bishops to adopt the Chalcedonian creed.!® In the 980s, we hear
of the torture of Armenian priests and of the Armenian bishops of Sebasteia and Larissa being
compelled to accept the Council of Chalcedon under force by the Byzantine metropolitan of
Sebasteia.!?” The imperial metropolitans of Sebasteia and Melintené sent polemical letters to the
Armenian catholicos, denying the Armenian church’s right to autocephaly and accusing it of
Christological heresy.

Anania of Narek was one among a cluster of vardapets who played a significant role in
these dire contemporary ecclesiastical issues facing the Armenian church, by engaging in the

confessional battle with their pens and advising the catholicos as to actions to take on the ground.

196 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 117-18; Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 358-59.

107 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 117-18; Dagron, “Minorités ethniques et religieuses,” 211.
108 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 114—15; Hild and Restle, Kappadokien, 118-19.

199 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.20; Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 358-59.
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At the request of the catholicos, he composed/compiled the Root of Faith, which he presented to
Catholicos Xac ik ArSaruni in the 980s, to defend the Christological, apostolic, and liturgical
validity of the Armenian church vis-a-vis the polemical attacks sent by imperial bishops.!!? He
likewise commissioned his former student Uxtan€s to compose a tripartite history in order to
address, among other topics, the contemporary clashes with the Chalcedonian imperial church.
Uxtanés had been educated by Anania at the monastery of Narek and became bishop of
Sebasteia, where he carried on Anania’s mission in person in the area most under threat from
Chalcedonian pressure. Finally, Anania’s Nerbof reformulates some of the dialectical
argumentation of the Root of Faith into rhetorical and poetic form, celebrating the Armenian
church as the tradition which has clung most faithfully to the faith of the fathers of the early
Church, claiming by implication that the imperial church had gone astray in introducing new and
heretical doctrines, a point that is made explicit in the Root of Faith and the letters of other
vardapets that issue from the same period. The fifth chapter will look more closely at these
works and the contemporary issues that they responded to, setting Anania’s voice in conversation
with other contemporaries, who were also responding to the new situation vis-a-vis the
expanding Byzantine Empire.

After the death of Anania in the late tenth century, Basil II (976—-1025) continued the
expansion of the Byzantine Empire eastwards into Greater Armenia.!'! Whereas the empire had
won territory from the caliphate through military engagement with the emirates, Basil II won
Armenian territory primarily through diplomacy and/or coercion, gaining control of the reduced

and fragmented realms of Greater Armenia by having it bequeathed to the empire in wills written

110 T“amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ¢, 2:130.
1 On this process, see Garsoian, “Byzantine Annexation;” Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124-26.
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up by Armenian dynasts. While Anania of Narek and others of the period looked with hostility
upon the imperialistic advances of the Byzantine church and state into Armenia, other Armenians
seem to have looked upon it more favorably or more readilyl accepted it as the new norm.!!?
Notably, Anania’s own protégé, Grigor of Narek praised the conquests of Basil II and the
expansion of the Christian Byzantine Empire.!!3 While his praise is often interpreted as reflective
of Grigor’s supposedly pro-Byzantine feeling, one suspects his approach may have been more
pragmatic and subtle. At this later stage, one could see the writing on the wall, and perhaps
Grigor was hoping that by greeting the emperor with panegyric, he could inspire a return of
reciprocally friendly and tolerant church policies. Basil 11, in fact, did bring about an end to the
hostile and intolerant ecclesiastical policies that had been enacted by the imperial bishops in the
eastern territories of the empire when he visited the region in person, and for this reason he is
lauded as a good emperor in Armenian sources.

We should also recall that the Vita Basilii, written in the mid-tenth century, proclaimed
that Basil I, founder of the Macedonian dynasty and ancestor of Basil 11, was ethnically
Armenian from the line of the royal Arsacid house.!!* It further claimed that he was fulfilling the
vision of Sahak from tLazar P arpec‘i’s History, which predicted the future restoration of the
Armenian kingdom by a member of the Arsacid family.!!> With ambitions to restore the empire

to the geographical extent in the East it had attained in the late sixth and early seventh centuries,

112 A valuable article by Tim Greenwood examines three such perspectives from the Armenian historical tradition,
comparing the positive representation of Armenian-Byzantine engagement by the anonymous author of the History
of Taron (written ca. 966/967-980/989) with the antagonistic representation of Byzantine-Armenian relations by the
History of Uxtangs (written in the 980s and commissioned by Anania of Narek) and the Universal History of

Step ‘anos Tardnec‘i Asotik (completed 1004/1005). See Greenwood, “Negotiating the Roman Past.”

113 See the opening of Grigor’s “History of the Holy Cross of Aparank”” and his colophon to the Book of
Lamentation. Both are translated in Terian, Festal Works, 223-43, 371-72.

114 Greenwood, “Basil I,” 455-56.

115 Greenwood, “Basil 1, 458.
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such imperial propaganda was a tool in the arsenal of the Byzantine emperor, who meant to
represent himself as the rightful king over the other Armenian dynasts. For the Armenian
audience to whom it was directed, this indication that he issued from an Armenian royal line
meant he had the legitimacy to rule. Such strategies, among other measures taken by the
Byzantine emperors, facilitated their annexation of the realms of Greater Armenia in this period.
The now isolated and fragmented Armenian states, realizing they could not win against the full
Byzantine army, presumably determined that ceding their rule was preferable to the great loss of
life that would likely have incurred in what would have probably been failed resistance anyway.
Meanwhile, they were relocated to lands west (principally in Cappadocia and Sebasteia), and
could take solace in the fact that their abandoned territories were to remain in Christian hands.
When the Armeno-Georgian curopalate David of Tayk" (Tao) died in 1000, he named the
emperor Basil II as his heir, and the territory along with other surrounding ones was soon
incorporated into the empire as the Theme of Iberia (by 1021).!!¢ The historian Step ‘anos
Tardnec i reports that on hearing of David of Tao’s death, Basil II set out to Armenia in the year
1000. First, he granted religious concessions to the Armenian orthodox in Sebasteia, who as
mentioned above had been persecuted in the 980s by the local Byzantine hierarchy there. Then,
he set out through the districts of Armenia, meeting with Bagratuni and Arcruni royalty and
bestowing upon them honors and gifts.!!” As future events would make plain, this diplomatic
mission paved the way for the Byzantine annexation of the Armenian realms. King Senek ‘erim-

Yovhannés of Vaspurakan (972 — 1021), one of the dynasts with whom Basil II had met, did just

116 Garsofan, “Byzantine Annexation,” 189; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124.
117 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.43, MH 15:822-24. See Greenwood, ‘Negotiating the Roman Past,”
146.
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that in 1021. Senek ‘erim-Y ovhann@s, whose rule in Vaspurakan was precarious since he was a
usurper of the throne and since the realm was also subject to plundering raids of Turkmen
groups, agreed to terms by which the empire took control of Vaspurakan and in exchange,

Senek ‘erim-Yovhanngs received a vast domain in Sebasteia, where he moved along with his
family, court, high-ranking clergy and some 14,000 retainers.!'® Many of the monks of Narek
also relocated and founded a new, relocated Narekavank® (later Arekavank ") in Cappadocia, with
some traditions claiming that they took the remains of Grigor with them.!!” Vaspurakan was then
transformed into a Byzantine theme.!?° Later, the Bagratid kingdoms of Ani and Kars were ceded
to the empire in 1045 and 1064 respectively, and their dynasts were also transferred west to
Cappadocia and given domains there.!?!

The Byzantine Empire held these territories for only a couple of decades, since they were
soon all lost to the Seljuks. The relocation of the local Armenian nobility out of the western
portions of Greater Armenia had enormous implications for later history, as it deprived those
western regions of Greater Armenia of the continuity of naxarar rule. The area eventually
became dominated by various Turkmen dynasties, until their incorporation into the Ottoman
Empire in the1520s. The situation in the eastern portions of Greater Armenia, which the
Byzantines never reached, was very different. There, Armenian dynasts continued into at least
the fifteenth century. Meanwhile, when the Seljuks arrived all the way to Cappadocia, some of

the leading families who had been resettled there relocated further south and west into Cilicia,

118 Garsofan, “Byzantine Annexation,” 189-90; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 116. It is interesting to note
however that when he died in 1024, his body was later taken back to Vaspurakan and buried in the ancestral resting
place of Arcruni dynasts at the monastery of Varag. His queen Xosus was later buried there as well. See Hewsen,
Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 116.

119 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres, no. 410, p. 76.

120 Garsofan, “Byzantine Annexation,” 190; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 126.

121 Garsofan, “Byzantine Annexation,” 190-93; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 126.
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and formed the core of the ruling élite that in time formed the kingdom of Cilicia. But that story

belongs to another chapter of Armenian history.
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CHAPTER 2
THE FOUNDATION OF THE MONASTERY OF NAREK IN THE CONTEXT OF
REGIONAL ECONOMIC BOOM AND THE AMBITIONS OF ARMENIAN DYNASTS
Ghlbwg wpwpu puqlwéwjuu b Juybnisu,
8bwnn) Jwffwlbw)’ bpnn wibpul:
U.GguGhG plin wyl Swpnpl br wubG.
«ﬂmLp wprpbunf hghl phGnngf unpwy:
He built elegant structures at much expense,
Then after death left behind a ruin.
People pass one of them by and say,

“Where could those who built and enjoyed this now be?”

— Anania of Narek, “On this Transitory World”

The two hundred years between the mid-ninth to mid-eleventh centuries marks itself out
as one of the major periods of building activity in Armenian history. Bearing witness to this
fecund activity of construction are some of the structures, which, erected in this period, stand to
the present day. Coming readily to mind are such striking examples as the monasteries of
Sanahin and Hatbat in the Loti province and Tat'ew in the Siwnik‘ province of the Republic of
Armenia, the Church of the Holy Cross on Alt'amar Island in Lake Van, and the many skeletal-
like structures in the now deserted city of Ani, located near the northeastern border of the
Republic of Turkey, which, despite their largely destroyed condition, still manage to enthrall
contemporary visitors, prompting them to imagine the splendor of the lost civilization that once
peopled them.

Thanks to a booming regional economy and, especially, Armenia’s role in the facilitation

of international trade between Byzantium and the caliphate, considerable wealth was accrued by
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the major Armenian dynasts of the period, the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni. One of the
principal — and certainly one of the most temporally enduring — ends to which they directed
their accrued wealth was construction projects. These ranged from fortresses and palaces to city
infrastructure and development to churches and monastic foundations. As part of this broader
building activity, Narek monastery (Narekavank ‘)' was founded in the 930s-940s as a spiritual
and intellectual center near the twin Arcruni capitals of Ostan and Att’amar at the apogee of
Arcruni power. The vardapets Anania and Petros were invited to lead the direction of the
monastery, the former known for his musical abilities and as a great scholar and philosopher (in
the monastic sense) and the latter as a skilled Scriptural exegete and commentator.? Anania
became the monastery’s first abbot, and over the next half century under his leadership, Narek
developed a reputation as a vibrant center of liturgical performance, ascetic-mystical spirituality,
and as a center of learning.

In order to properly contextualize the foundation of Narekavank" and understand its
significance as part of the larger Arcruni project in Vaspurakan, especially during the reign of
Gagik I (prince, 903/4 — 908; king 908 — ca. 943/4), in this chapter I will highlight some of the
main elements of the larger boom in the Islamicate economy into which Armenia was integrated,
the many building projects which came about as a result, with particular attention to the cenobitic
monastic foundations of which Narek is an example, and their interrelation with the power

politics at play between the major Armenian dynastic families of the era.

! Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 544, p. 98.
2 Step ‘anos Tardnec i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:751.27; 51-52, tr. Greenwood, Universal History, 225, 229.
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REGIONAL ECONOMIC BOOM

It has been argued that the Umayyad Caliphate had an unhealthy reliance on income
generated from the spoils of conquest and military expansion, as opposed to a more sustainable
source of income, namely, one generated from a robust system of provincial taxation, and that
this weakness in their state economy contributed to their premature downfall in the mid-eighth
century.® The Arab conquerors had no prior experience of large imperial government, and
therefore it is not surprising that this aspect of their state was underdeveloped. By contrast, the
organization and structure of the ‘Abbasid Caliphate that took over from 750 onwards fit into the
typical pattern of land-based tributary empires that have successfully exerted hegemony over
vast portions of the Eurasian landmass beginning with the Akkadian Empire ca. 2300 BC and
continuing down into the modern era.* The ‘Abbasid Caliphate, which drew upon memories of
Sasanian administrative structures, was “based on the conquest of wide agrarian domains and the
taxation of peasant surplus production” and operated by redistributing the vast and diverse
resources of its provinces via the administering hub of the caliphal center.

Economic historians of the caliphate have identified the period between ca. 750—1100 as
one of extended economic growth and expansion.” Summarizing the results of scholarship on the
early Islamic economy in comparison to the period of late antiquity that preceded it, Michael
Morony writes that early Islam “saw more intensive and extensive exploitation of mineral and

water resources, of land for agriculture and domestic animals, and of animal and human labor,

3 Blankinship, The End of the Jihad State; Bonner, “In Search of the Early Islamic Economy,” 21-22.

4 Bang and Bayly, Tributary Empires; Bonner, “In Search of the Early Islamic Economy,” 20.

5> Bang and Bayly, “Tributary Empires,” 6.

6 On redistribution, its relation to a society’s economy, and the dependence upon it in premodern western societies,
see Polanyi, The Great Transformation, 50-58; on its application to the Islamic Caliphate, see Bonner, “In Search of
the Early Islamic Economy,” 20.

7 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth.”
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increased specialization in manufacturing and services, and a greater commercialization of
production.”

The caliphal North was no exception to this larger, regional trend. The second half of the
ninth to the end of the tenth century has been described as “one of the most splendid periods of
cultural and economic flourishing in medieval Armenian history.” This is in stark contrast to the
situation of the period preceding it in the eighth century, which was marked by near constant
Arab-Byzantine warfare and a series of revolts by the Armenian naxarars, which were met with
increasingly punitive measures by the caliphal armies. Obviously, this had deleterious effects on
the Armenian population and economy, since, in addition to the retributive measures and heavy
taxation of Armenia in the eighth century, there was also the discontinuance of the international
overland trade route through Armenia to the Black Sea ports in Byzantium.!°

As far as Armenia was concerned, the situation changed for the better in the second half
of the ninth century. The two most important factors seem to have been lower taxation and
increased trade. The first factor was related to the increased autonomy of the Armenian dynasts
and the implications this autonomy had for taxation. One of the main prerogatives gained by
ASot I Bagratuni in the 860s was the right to collect taxes in his own realm and send them
directly to the caliph. This meant that he could benefit economically from the tax collection,
rather than the proceeds from tax collection going only to the caliph and his tax representative in
the North. There is also indication that the amount of taxes sent to the caliph may have decreased

in the ninth and tenth centuries, and this despite the fact that there was increased wealth being

8 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 166.
9 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 181.
10 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 129-33.
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produced. The second main factor was the reopening of the international overland trade routes
running through Armenia, thanks to which the Armenian dynasts could profit due to their
facilitation of international trade and the other benefits this brought, such as the collection of toll
and transit fees and income from urban centers that were built up to support the activity along the
trade route.

Let us now turn in more detail both to these principal factors and some of the other areas
in which Armenia developed economically as a result of keeping step with and benefitting from
broader regional development, all of which then contributed to the vast amounts of disposable
wealth available to the dynasts of the period, some of which they funneled into the building

projects that mark the age.

Taxation

As mentioned above, the early Umayyad Caliphate derived much of its income from
spoils and booty taken in war. The beginning of a more stable and sophisticated administrative
system involving provincial taxation and resource redistribution began with the Marwanid
reforms in the late seventh/early eighth century and continued into the ‘Abbasid Caliphate.!! It is
also during this period that Armenia became more directly tied to the caliphate with the creation
of the province of Arminiya to administer the caliphal North, which entailed more centralized

control over the new province, including regular collection of taxes.'?

1 On the Marwanid reforms and the beginnings of more centralized administration in the caliphate, see Kennedy,
Prophet and the Age, 99-103; Robinson, “The rise of Islam,” 215-21.

12 In the early Umayyad period, Armenian tribute in cash was often waved in return for military service. See Vacca,
Non-Muslim Provinces, 186-200.
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Due to a lack of data or conflicting data, it is impossible to reconstruct the exact amount
of tax collected from Arminiya over individual years. Nevertheless, a general picture can be
formed. Extant tax lists reveal the vast fiscal and material resources at the disposal of the early
‘Abbasid Caliphate.!® The majority of taxes were collected in cash rather than in kind and
financial institutions and innovative methods for long distance currency exchange such as
suftajas — checks to be cashed in banks located in both the capital and throughout the provinces
— developed in order to ensure the safe transfer of large sums of money.'* As discussed in the
previous chapter, from the early eighth through the second half of the ninth century, there was a
series of Armenian revolts against the centralized administration of the caliphate in the North
that were often prompted by what was perceived by the Armenian nobility as unfair levels of
taxation. Complaints about high taxation are a regular occurrence both in the histories of the
period, principally that of Lewond, as well as in popular tales such as the oral epic Sasna crer
(The Daredevils of Sasun), which has its origins in this period.'?

Total caliphal revenues seem to have reached a peak in the second half of the eighth and
first half of the ninth centuries, and then declined in the second half of the ninth and into the
tenth centuries.!® The decline in revenue has been explained as owing to a gradual collapse of the
centralized caliphal system of public taxation.!” The disintegration of the caliphate seems
directly tied to economic collapse at the center and the inability of caliphs to fund the military

and their luxurious lifestyle.!® As taxation became privatized and provincial leaders began to

13 Tbn Khaldun, Mugaddima, 1:362—63. See Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 147-48.
14 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 170.

15 Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 180-82; Cowe, “Relations Between the Kingdoms,” 77-78.

16 Waines, “Third Century Internal Crisis,” 284.

17 Kennedy, “The Middle East,” 400-01.

18 Kennedy, “The Middle East,” 400-01; idem, Prophet and the Age, 187-95, 203; Waines, “Third Century Internal
Crisis,” 282-87.
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exercise more autonomy, they withheld larger amounts of cash and as a result were able to
increase their own wealth to the detriment of the center.!® This seems also to have been the case
during the period of the locally autonomous Armenian dynasties, although there is frustratingly
little reliable evidence concerning the amounts of tax paid to the caliphal center by Armenian
dynasts during the second half of the ninth and the tenth centuries (or in general during the
period of the ‘Abbasid Caliphate).?°

One recalls that it was the Armenian refusal to allow the ostikan to collect the annual
tribute in 850 that was the immediate precursor to the military campaigns of Bugha al-Kabir in
Armenia. This does not mean, of course, that taxes were not paid that year. The “prince of
princes” Bagarat Bagratuni sent an embassy to the ostikan with gifts and the tribute that he had
collected. The critical issue was that he refused to allow the ostikan himself or his tax collectors
to enter the country in order to collect taxes.?! Thus, it was a dispute regarding territory and
jurisdiction over taxation rather than the payment of taxation in and of itself. The leading
Bagratuni prince wanted to secure the right to oversee taxes himself, by which he might be able
to profit from tax collection as opposed to the ostikan. One of the principal rights granted to ASot
in 862, as noted by the historian Yovhannés Drasxanakertc ‘i, was to collect the taxes of Armenia
and send the royal tribute directly to the caliph without going through the intermediary of the
ostikan.?? Tt seems that subsequent dynasts were able to maintain this prerogative throughout the

tenth century. In the early tenth century, when Gagik I Arcruni broke faith with his Bagratid

19 Waines, “Third Century Internal Crisis,” 285. Waines gives the example of the Tul@inids in Egypt and the
Samanids in Khurasan.

20 Vacca, Non-Muslim Provinces, 200-03.

2! Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 140.

22 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 147.
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liege lord and established the kingdom of Vaspurakan where Narekavank® was to be built a few
decades later, he likewise would have controlled taxation in his own realm.

As time went on and the grip of the caliphal center weakened over the provinces, it is
likely that the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni dynasts were sending less tribute to the center than
had been the case in the previous period and thereby keeping more profits for themselves, which
would be in line with trends observable across the caliphate in this period. It is difficult to
otherwise give an adequate account for the vast amount of wealth at their disposal in the tenth
century. One seems obliged to conclude not only that they were both generating more income
through the facilitation of international trade (on which, see below) but that they were also

sending less in tribute to the caliphal center.

Trade

The period between 700-1000 saw increased trade between the caliphate and neighboring
lands, including the Khazars, Rus, Eastern Romans (Byzantines), Bulghars, Scandinavian
Norsemen (Vikings), and others.?® The activity is illustrated by the finds of Islamic silver?* and
by a detailed list compiled by the tenth-century geographer al-Muqaddast of items produced and
exported from the cities and towns of Khurasan-Transoxiana.?> The cities and trading posts
founded throughout the Islamicate world in this period to facilitate international trade reveal that
the trading networks and the spatial integration they fostered were more typically overland than

maritime.? However, merchants also made use of networks along the Mediterranean for

23 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 162, 173-74.

24 Milwright, “Archaeology and Material Culture,” 681; Kovalev, “Mint Output.”

25 For a translation of this list, see Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 166.
26 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 167—69.
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interchange with Europe and North Africa and those issuing from the Persian Gulf to engage in
trade as far East as Sri Lanka and Thailand, as revealed, for example, by the archaeological
record for eighth- to tenth-century Iraqi glazed pottery.?’

The increased participation in international trade in this period by Armenian merchants
has long been recognized as an important source of income for the naxarar dynasts of the age.
The fact that most trade was conducted overland was of benefit to the Armenian rulers, since
Armenia had no direct access to major sea networks of the time. One of the most important trade
routes from the Armenian perspective was one running from Dabil/Duin (the former Arsacid
capital and residence of the ostikan) to Trebizond on the southeastern Black Sea coast, by means
of which commerce between the East Roman Empire and the caliphate was conducted to the
profit of Bagratid Armenia, which acted as an important intermediary zone through which trade
between the two hostile polities could take place, and in so doing profited from tariffs and other
sources of income associated with the increased traffic.?® New cities, a result of the increased
trade activity, were founded or expanded along this trade route, in particular Kars, Arcn, and
Ani. Ani is an illustrative example of the kind of rapid development new cities underwent in the
period. Naturally fortified on three sides, it began as a Kamsarakan fortress that housed the
family treasury. As international trade picked up, it became a key node on the trade route, and
this catalyzed its transformation from a stronghold at the beginning of Bagratid rule into a city
and then eventually into the Bagratid permanent royal residence and capital in the late tenth

century. From there, its position on the trade route facilitated its development into one of the

27 Milwright, “Archaeology and Material Culture,” 678—81.
28 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 136-50; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 183. For more on the trade routes in
this period, including maps and the major cities involved, see Manandian, Trade and Cities, 155-72.
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most cosmopolitan and populated cities in the Near East in the late tenth and early eleventh
century.?’ Duin also connected with Getakunik‘ around Lake Sewan en route to Partaw, Ganja
and north to Tbilisi. By means of this route, Bagratid Armenia facilitated trade to Iberia,
Abkhazia, and other Northern realms.*°

Other important nodes and offshoots form this main route included Naxijewan and Xoy,
which connected with a southern route through Arcruni Vaspurakan and into the neighboring
emirates to the west. Some of the important commercial cities along this route were Van, Ostan
(Gagik’s capital nearby which Narek monastery was built), Berkri, Arces, Xlat’, and Bales
around Lake Van, and on to Manazkert, Arzan, Miyafarkin, Amida, Karin, Erznka, and west as
far as Sebasteia.’! Thus, both the Bagratid and Arcruni kings increased their wealth in this period
largely as a result of their realm’s continued integration into the caliphal economy and the profit
gained from their realms’ role in facilitating international trade between the caliphate and

neighboring peoples.

Urbanization

In general, this period is marked by the foundation of new cities and increased
urbanization. Cities developed in tandem with the increase in international trade, since they were
nodes on the overland mercantile networks.*> While agricultural labor remained the norm in rural
areas, a skilled workforce developed in cities.?* The Islamicate world was ahead of the

hemispheric norms of the day. A quantitative study of comparative urban development in Europe

29 See, as a starting point, Cowe, Ani.

30 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 146.

31 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 148; 155. Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 81, p. 106; map 87, p. 111.
32 Denoix, “Founded Cities.”

33 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 159.
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and the Near East from 800—-1800 has estimated that by the tenth century, the urbanization rate in
the Islamic world was between 7—-8 percent, whereas in Europe it was only between 4-5
percent.’* By the year 1000, estimates for the total urban population in cities in the Islamic world
range upwards of 10 million, with about forty to fifty cities with populations greater than 20,000,
six to eight of which had over 100,000.% This was something like double the total population of
the cities of Europe at the time, which was 5-6 million, despite the fact that Europe may have
had more total population at the time than the Islamic world.

The situation in Armenia aligned with these macro developments. Being on trade routes,
city infrastructure was built up to provide services such as hostels, inns, and markets for
merchants. As would be expected, Armenian cities resembled the structure and internal
organization of other cities in the Islamicate world, many of them being founded or developed in
territory controlled by the emirates. This has led scholars to associate Armenian urbanization
directly with the greater integration of Armenians into the caliphal world beginning with the
settling of Arab emirates in Armenia in the late eighth century.’” The traditional environment of
naxarar society was mountain fastnesses and agricultural domains. The naxarar lords of the
previous era did not build cities — nor were Armenians significantly involved in trade —
preferring instead the safety and isolation of their fortified castles in the highlands. This
gradually began to change in this period as both Bagratid and Arcrunid dynasts engaged directly

in the development of cities and urban infrastructure. The founding and development of cities in

34 Bosker, Buringh, and van Zanden, “From Baghdad to London,” 1424,

35 Bosker, Buringh, and van Zanden, “From Baghdad to London,” 1424; Bairoch, Cities and Economic
Development, 374-75; Shatzmiller, “Recent trends (part two).”

36 Bosker, Buringh, and van Zanden, “From Baghdad to London,” 1424; Bairoch, Cities and Economic
Development, 374-75; Shatzmiller, “Recent trends (part two).”

37 Raymond, “Spatial Organization;” Manandian, Trade and Cities, 148-50, 154-55; Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab
Emirates, 81-82; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 181.
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the emirates and subsequently in the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni principalities naturally had a
marked impact on Armenian society. Due to their capacity as nodes on international trade routes,
cities such as Naxijewan, Duin, Arc¢e$, Karin, Arcn, Kars, and Ani became hubs of interchange
for the movement of people and objects. This naturally led to the influx of new ideas and new
socioeconomic actors. It is no surprise then that the period is also marked by an unstable social

order, some aspects of which will be examined in the fourth chapter.

Division of Labor, Manufacturing, Artisanal Crafts, and Merchants

The Islamicate economy in this period was also marked by a high degree of division of
labor within manufacturing, which led to higher quality items being produced at increased
capacity and with heightened efficiency.’® Similar developments occurred in the service sector.*”
By analyzing trade names as an indication of division of labor, a quantitative study revealed 418
separate occupations in the manufacturing industries and 522 in the service industries, very high
numbers, comparatively speaking, for premodern economies, and a strong indication of a
flourishing economy.*

While the traditional Armenian social class divisions with their prescribed labor roles
persisted into this period, new opportunities presented themselves for laypersons as a result of
trade and urban development, and the period marks the beginning of both an artisanal and

merchant middle class in Armenian society.*! As mentioned above, Armenians began to engage

3% Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 157; eadem, Labour in the Medieval Islamic
World, 11-99.

39 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 157-58.

40 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 158.

41 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 148. Traditional Armenian society was tripartite, the highest class being comprised
of the naxarars or isxans, followed by the lower nobility of azats and the hierarchy of the clergy in the Christian
period. The great majority fell into the lowest, taxable class of ramiks or Sinakans. These classes still remained
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more in crafts, and artisanal guilds were formed in urban environments.*> More trade meant more
cities and increased urban development meant more of the local population participating in
crafts. Some of Anania’s works, in particular the metaphors he draws on in his ascetical
instructions (xratk ) in order to illustrate his ethical teaching, seem to attest to the increased
engagement in urban, artisanal crafts in the Armenian sphere.** This is also evidenced by the
archaeological remains of sites that have been excavated, such as Ani.** Following trends
observable across the Islamicate world, the archaeological record in Armenia attests to the
increasing specialization in trades and labor in the manufacturing industry in this period.
Archaeological digs have uncovered items produced by potters, smiths, armorers, jewelers, and
weavers, among other craftsmen.*® In Armenia, increased specialization is perhaps most
observable in the textile industry, which was particularly well developed. Inhabitants of
Arminiya are singled out in Arab sources as skilled makers of rugs and carpets, belts, turbans,
covers, pillow cases, cushions, saddle blankets, curtains, and cloth for sofas, the most high
quality items employing both silk and wool.*¢ Increased Armenian participation in trade begins
in this period and is an occupation that would become more prevalent in centuries to come.*’
New opportunities such as these must had a significant impact on the mentality of laypersons and
relates to the social and religious populist movements associated with the era, a subject that will

be taken up in more detail in the next chapter.

during the period in question, even as new opportunities began to present themselves in the arenas of craft and trade.
See Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 176.

42 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 182.

43 See Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate.”

44 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 151-52.

45 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 151-52.

46 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 152-53; Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 183-84; Der Manuelian, Eiland, and
Sano, Weavers, Merchants, and Kings.

47 On the later phase, in the early modern period, see Aslanian, From the Indian Ocean to the Mediterranean.
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Literacy and Training

Towards the end of the period, there was a significant increase in literacy and education
across all sectors of society in the caliphate, in both Arabic and gradually in New Persian.*8
While training in the workforce had long been based on oral transmission from master to
apprentice, the latter end of the period in question is marked by the appearance of technical
manuals for all sorts of trades, crafts, and skills.*” These manuals emerged in the diverse social
and intellectual milieux of society. They include first of all the adab model, covering the
administrative bureaucracy of the “Abbasid court but also extending to manuals on such diverse
topics as calligraphy, Qur’anic recitation, as well as manuals relating to administration of the
caliphate’s finances, monies, and tax systems.’® Secondarily, manuals were composed in the
legal and religious milieux by gadis, notaries, muhtasibs, and others.>! Thirdly, the composition
of technical manuals emerged in the manufacturing trades as well, at least one manual extant —
and sometimes several — from nearly every known trade from the period, from bookbinding and
ink-making to minting, construction, soap-making, cooking, and many others.>2

Armenian society was traditionally oral, the alphabet and writing being invented as tools
in the service of evangelization and Christianization in the early fifth century.>® During the
period in question, writing remained by and large restricted to the religious class. Nevertheless,

literacy seems also to have been making inroads among other spheres of society towards the end

48 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 158-59.

49 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 159.

30 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 159.

51 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 159.

52 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 159-60; eadem, Labour in the Medieval Islamic
World, 200-54.

33 Russell, “On the Origin and Invention;” idem, “Alphabets.”
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of this period and into the following. In the late Bagratid and early Cilician period, new genres
developed in Armenia in the lay sphere in a literary form of the vernacular known as middle
Armenian. The first medical handbook (bzskaran) was written during the reign of Gagik I
Bagratuni (r. 989/90 — 1017/20) and the genre developed further in the Cilician period, especially
thanks to Mxit‘ar Herac‘i.>* The development of state administration, secular bureaucracies, and
the beginning of written lawcodes beyond the customary, oral law of the naxarar lords is also
associated with the later Bagratid period and like the medicine genre was carried over and
developed further in the Armenian kingdom of Cilicia.> This attests to a slow and gradual trend
toward increased literacy in the lay professional fields.>® Unfortunately, very little written
material survives from these spheres. Most manuscripts were preserved in monastic scriptoria
and for centuries Armenians lacked a state and civil bureaucracy for the preservation of non-
religious texts, which meant that there has been a marked bias in the preservation of religious
texts to the present day. Thus, one is left mostly to wonder at what might have been contained in
the royal library at Ani, for example.

Among segments of Armenian society, there was also a knowledge of Arabic and Greek,
and often Armenians made free use of manuals in these languages instead of composing their
own. For example, an Armenian version of the Greek Geoponica, a technical work on agriculture
in its various aspects known in Armenian as the Girk * Vastakoc ', was not made until the
thirteenth century from an Arabic intermediary. But it has been suggested that during this period,

Armenians may have had knowledge of and been making use of the Greek version (either the

3 Vardanyan, “Medicine in Armenia, 190-91.
3 Langlois, Le trésor.
36 Cowe, “Medieval Armenian Literary and Cultural Trends.”
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later Greek version composed in this period or an earlier version from the sixth century).>’
Scribal and book arts were naturally well developed in Armenia. Recipes pertaining to
inkmaking, pigments, paper polishing, and related activity survive in Armenian manuscripts, and
Armenians developed a unique tradition of bookbinding.>®

The creation of new textbooks for the teaching curriculum of the monastic academies
founded in this period also relates to the increased literacy of the period. Narek was perhaps the
first of the great medieval monastic academies and Anania’s Book of Instruction can be
understood as an introductory manual for young monks. Traces of the spoken vernacular and a
trend towards what would become the grammatical norms of middle Armenian are discernible in
the language and style of his instructions. Written in his capacity as abbot of Narek monastery
and treating a range of topics, including humility, patience and peace, prayer, the transience of
earthly life, caution for thoughts, spiritual mourning with tears, and counsel for priests, it seems
likely that it was written as a guide for regulating life among monks living together in the
hundreds in the new, large cenobitic complexes that began to appear in Armenia at this time.
While much monastic teaching would have been conducted orally, Anania’s written xratk  may
have circulated among abbots and monastic teachers to serve as a basis for oral teaching. The
new conditions of large-scale cenobitic life called for new instructional material and topics, and
Anania gives a great deal of attention to promoting harmonious, communal living, a crucial area
of concern considering the large number of monks settled at many of the new monasteries. In
line with the philosophical tradition of late antiquity, he understood the cultivation of any virtue

or ascetic exercise to be similar to the process of learning a secular craft, trade, or art (wpmebuur)

57 Greppin, “The Armenians and the Greek Geoponica,” 48—49.
38 Abrahamyan, Hayots ‘ gir ev grch ‘ut ‘yun, 280-90; Merian, “The Structure of Armenian Bookbinding.”
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and as mentioned above employs metaphors from the artisanal word to advance his ascetic

teaching. Anania’s ethical and ascetic instruction will be the topic of the next chapter.

Agricultural Innovation

In addition to urbanization and the development of artisanal crafts, innovation in the
agricultural sphere is also a notable feature of this period.>® This entailed not only the
introduction of new food crops but also development in the means of cultivation as well as new
principles of land tenure and human relations that led to increased efficiency and output in
agricultural production.®® Arab geographers and historians attest to the importance of Armenian
forests as sources of timber, and also the export of nuts, including walnuts, almonds, and
filberts.%! In terms of fauna, horses and mules were also exported from Armenia, as were
falcons.®? In the arena of agricultural production and foodstuffs, Armenia is noted in Arab
sources as an important source of wheat and fish, especially the farex from Lake Van.®® While
the harvesting of most of these resources was not new in the period in question, the scale of their
exploitation was. Additionally, the fact that certain items, such as wheat and fish, were exported
in large quantities demonstrates how the local, traditionally agricultural economy of Armenia
had begun to be integrated into the wider network of international commerce.®* This would likely
have increased profited for the naxarar dynasts, in whose hands the bulk of the rural lands

remained.

3 Watson, Agricultural Innovation.

0 Watson, Agricultural Innovation.
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Mining, Minting, and Monetization

Certain sites for the mining of metallic ore in the caliphal lands were naturally inherited
from the East Roman and Sasanian empires of late antiquity, but new sites were also discovered
and old ones expanded, leading to a substantial increase in the output of gold, silver, copper,
iron, and lead.®> The development of new techniques and technologies of extraction led to the
exploitation of more — and previously unexploitable — resources.%® In addition to the
aforementioned, there was also increased extraction of mercury, zinc, tin, precious and semi-
precious gems, ochres, natron, sal ammoniac, alum, and salt, as well as coral and pearls
harvested from the sea, to name only the most important items.%” The peak of production for the
mining and extraction of most resources occurred in the ninth and tenth centuries, the period
most relevant to the present study.®®

The increase in mining led naturally to an increase in the minting of coins and thus
monetization of the economy.%® One way this can tangibly be seen is by the examination of
dirham (silver coin) hoards, which show a marked increase from the eighth century to the tenth,
until they begin to dramatically fall as a result of the so-called ‘silver famine’ in the eleventh
century.”® Another piece of evidence for monetization of the economy are tax lists preserved by

Arab historians and geographers. While in the early years of caliphal rule, wages were often paid

5 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 172-210.

6 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 212—13.

7 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 210-11.

%8 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 212.

% Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 144-49.

70 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 144-46; Kovalev and Kaelin, “Circulation of Arab
Silver.”
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— and taxes collected — in kind in rural areas, as time went on there was a discernible trend
towards payments being made and taxes collected increasingly in cash.”!

Since late antiquity, Armenia had been a contested site of mining between the East
Romans and Sasanians, and in the Islamic period it served as a source of gold, silver, iron,
copper, lead, borax, red and yellow arsenic, mountain resin, mercury, salt, and mineral, animal,
and vegetable dyes, especially cobalt blue and ordan karmir (a red cochineal dye).”” The mining
of ore also led to the establishment of mints in Armenian lands. However, these mints were not
established in Armenian-ruled territory. The principal mints, which predated the creation of the
Armenian monarchies, were generally located at the capitals of the caliphal administrative
provinces and under the control of the caliphal governors residing there: Dabil/Duin (Armintya),
Bardh‘a/Partaw (Arran, Atuank ‘), Bab al-Abwab/Darband (Daghastan), Shamakhiyyah
(Sharwan), and Hartinabad/al-Hartiniyyah/Ma‘din Bajunays/Muhammadiyyah
(Bajunays/Apahunik ‘).’ Minting coins remained the prerogative of the caliphal governors. The
number of coins found in the North from the eighth to eleventh centuries parallel the finds in
other regions, indicating that there was an increased coin supply as time went on until a peak in
the tenth century, whence begins a decline thereafter, corresponding with the Byzantine

expansion into Armenia and then the Seljuk invasions in the eleventh century.”® The

71 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 146.

72 Morony, “Early Islamic Mining Boom,” 172, 210; Manandian, Trade and Cities, 151-53; Garsoian, “Independent
Kingdoms,” 183.

73 Bates, “Dirham Mint of the Northern Provinces;” idem, “A Second Muhammadiyya;” Vardanyan, “The
Administration of the ‘Abbasid North.” The Bagratuni and Arcruni kings did not mint their own coins, presumably
because they were not granted the right to do so. The sole exception was the lesser Bagratid kingdom of TaSir-
Joraget. See Grierson, “Kiurike I or Kiurike II;” Hovhannisyan, “Hayagir afajin dramneré.” It was also not in their
interest to mind their own coins, as the Islamicate world followed the silver dirham.

74 Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,” 144-46; Kovalev and Kaelin, “Circulation of Arab
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monetization of the economy and an increased wealth disparity between rich and poor also seems
to have made an impact on some of the religious and populist movements that will be the subject

of the fourth chapter.

The Economy and Building Projects

As historian Hugh Kennedy notes, although the ninth to tenth centuries are marked by
centrifugal tendencies observable across the caliphate and general political fragmentation,
socially and economically the Muslim world maintained a unity.” As this review of various
aspects of the caliphal economy between 700—1100 has shown, political crisis at the center and
the fragmentation of the caliphate did not have a disruptive effect on the general economic
expansion of the period. The economy maintained its stability regardless of internal
administration. The local Armenian dynasts supported the transit trade because of the advantages
it brought them. Rather than primarily funneled to the center, wealth seems to have been diffused
more evenly across the various realms of the Islamicate world and thus available in increased
measure to local rulers in the various polities that made up the Islamicate lands. It is in this
politically centrifugal and economically booming context that the Armenian dynasts undertook
the great civil and religious building projects that mark out this period.

One striking indication of the way in which the trends in (religious) building projects of
Armenian dynasts closely followed the trends of the wider Islamicate economy is found by a
quantitative comparison of monastic foundations with the number of coins in circulation. By far

the largest number of Islamic coins found in hoards in Armenia and the larger Caucasus region

75 Kennedy, Prophet and the Age, 203.
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date to the tenth century and the same holds true for hoards found in Europe, the Near East,
North Africa, and Central Asia.”® Likewise, by examining the foundation date of the
approximately 200 hundred monastic institutions that can be firmly established as having
predated the Battle of Manazkert (1071), the period between the late ninth to eleventh century
stands out from previous centuries. After a review of the relevant data, Sergio La Porta noted that
intense building activity “began at the end of the ninth, climaxed during the tenth, and then
slowed down slightly during the eleventh. The majority of monasteries known to have been
established during the pre-Seljuk era date from this period.””” This corresponds almost precisely
to the number of datable Islamic coins in the same period as well as the period of the
autonomous kingdoms of Bagratid Armenia, Vaspurakan, and later the kingdoms in Siwnik",
attesting to the fact that rulers in this period had the most disposable wealth at this time with
which to engage in building and other public works projects.”® In Armenia, greater wealth at the
disposal of the local dynasts is also well evidenced in the archaeological record by the great civil

and religious building projects that define the period, many of which survive to the present day.

THE BUILDING ACTIVITY OF ARMENIAN DYNASTS AMID INTERNAL COMPETITION
We may now turn to the building activity of the Armenian dynasts. These include
fortified castles and palaces as centers for governing, such as Bagratid Ani and Arcrunid Ostan
and Alt’amar among others, with large hunting preserves to facilitate the favored pastime of

royal figures of the region. The dynasts also developed and renovated the civic infrastructure in

76 Kovalev and Kaelin, “Circulation of Arab Silver;” Shatzmiller, “Economic Performance and Economic Growth,”
145.

77 La Porta, Review of Répertoire, 160.
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their realms, including roads, bridges, hostels and caravanasaries, as well as urban infrastructure
in order to support and capitalize on the rise in overland trade and the growing productive
powers in the realms of labor and industry.” The uptick in religious building projects, especially
monastic churches and foundations, in this period was part of this wider trend in building
activity. Several studies have been devoted to the dynasts’ patronage of religious building
projects as a way of both bolstering their image and prestige in the eyes of the spiritual (i.e.,
ascetic/monastic) and religious (i.e., ecclesiastical hierarchy) elite and the local population, and
demonstrating their power and wealth as they vied with one another for glory and preeminence.®
Monastic churches also often served as the family mausoleums for naxarar houses, such as the
Monastery of the Holy Cross in Albag for the Arcruni.?! They also served a legal function,
securing family property and domains by means of endowments.®? Several studies have also been
devoted to a detailed examination of individual monasteries or churches founded in this period.®?
While making use of this previous scholarship, my focus will naturally fall on Arcruni
Vaspurakan, especially under Gagik I, in order to provide a contextual backdrop to the founding
of Narek monastery and Anania’s appointment there as abbot.

The building projects undertaken by Arcruni rulers from the second half of the ninth to
the first half of the tenth century were tied to their expansion across Vaspurakan and their aim to

establish their control and mark their newly won territory as their own, as well as — particularly

79 Manandian, Trade and Cities, 140.

80 See Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan;” eadem, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory;”
eadem, “Relics, Rulers, Patronage;” Jones, Between Islam and Byzantium, 97—123; Mahé, Grégoire de Narek,
Tragéedie, 8-33; Donabédian, “La renaissance de I’architecture.”
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in the case of Gagik — compete for regional prestige with the Bagratuni kings to the North.%*
This process culminated in Gagik’s usurpation from the Bagratunis of the position of preeminent
king of Armenia in popular perception. While he never underwent a formal coronation
ceremony, he compensated for that fact by successfully orchestrating the relocation of political,
ecclesiastical, and spiritual power around his person and domain, centered at his palatial
residences of Ostan and Alt‘amar in Vaspurakan, which he seems able to have maintained until

the end of his life in the early 940s.

From Apostasy to Pious Patronage: Arcruni Expansion Across Vaspurakan

The Arcruni expansion across Vaspurakan and their building projects and patronage of
religious foundations and relics was memorialized in an Arcruni-sponsored history known as the
History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘by T ‘ovma Arcruni and his Anonymous Continuators.®
The core of the text provides an account of the history of that house from mythological and
prehistorical beginnings up to the late ninth and early tenth century, the period in which the bulk
of it was composed.®® T ovma’s account ends shortly after 904 — presumably he died around
that year — and the anonymous continuators recapitulate some of the material covered by
T ovma and continue the story through Gagik’s reign. Later additions provide material covering

events as late as the thirteenth century.

84 This process has been well studied in Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory.”

85 T*ovma seems to have been sponsored first by Grigor-Derenik (r. 857-868, 874-887) and then by his son Gagik,
(r. prince 903/4 — 908; king 908 — ca. 943/4). See Greenwood, “Historical Tradition,” 30. For the text, see T 'ovma
Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik‘, MH 11:15-316, trans. Thomson.

86 The depiction of many of the early elements in the narrative were redacted from T ovma’s perspective and
therefore provide fertile ground for examining the contemporary concerns and historical memory of the ninth/tenth-
century historian. See Greenwood, “Historical Tradition.”
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In fact, the first anonymous continuation is more properly considered a separate
composition because it offers a “proximate but separate version of events to that in T'ovma’s
own composition,” while also continuing the narrative past where T ovma’s ended.?” The first
continuation covers the period from the birth of Gurgén, Grigor-Derenik’s third son, in 882 and
goes up until the death of Gagik in 943. It is particularly focused on praising the deeds and
activities of Gagik and in so doing provides a great deal of information on his building activities,
especially in Ostan and Att‘amar, concluding with a poetic eulogy to the recently deceased king.
It has been suggested that it was likely commissioned by a relative of Gagik shortly after the
latter’s death, containing as it does panegyrical and eulogistic elements.3®

Two phases can be distinguished in the expansion of Arcruni influence across
Vaspurakan. Phase One involves Gagik’s grandfather ASot I ‘the Senior’ (r. prince 836 — 852,
868 — 874) and father Grigor-Derenik (r. prince 857 — 868, 874 — 887) followed by an interlude
when Gagik’s older brother Asot II ‘the Junior’ reigned (r. prince 887 — 903/4). Phase Two
involves Gagik himself (r. prince, 903/4 — 908; king 908 — ca. 943/4). Phase One is marked by
the bolstering of Gagik’s branch of the Arcruni family in Vaspurakan vis-a-vis other Arcruni
princes and Arab emirates in the region. During the second phase, Gagik extended the position of
the Arcruni dynasty to encompass all of Vaspurakan and then eclipsed the Bagratuni dynasty to
the North, creating a new center of Armenian political, ecclesiastical, and spiritual power in the
historic district of R§tunik‘ in the vicinity of his new twin capitals of Ostan and Att‘amar. There,

he built palaces for himself, a stately church on the island of Alt‘amar, established a temporary

87 Greenwood, “Historical Tradition,” 33.
88 Greenwood, “Historical Tradition,” 33.
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seat for the catholicos, and, as I will argue, sponsored the foundation of a new monastery, Narek,
to operate as a spiritual and intellectual monastic center.

Along with the R3tunik‘, Gnunik‘, and Anjewac‘ik*, the Arcrunik‘ were historically one
of the major naxarar houses of southern Armenia. The ancestral territory of the Arcruni clan was
the province of Atbak in southeastern Vaspurakan with their ostan (capital town, nuclear
domain) at Hadamakert.®® The traditional burial place of Arcruni princes and princesses
remained into the tenth century at the monastery of the Holy Cross (S. Xac") at Soradir.”® The
Arcruni expansion beyond their traditional domains seems to have begun in earnest in the late
eighth and ninth centuries, following the Armenian rebellion of 774/5 and the devastating
backlash inflicted by the caliphal forces, after which several of the major naxarar houses — such
as the Rstuni, whose domains centered on the southern shore of Lake Van and included the
important settlements of Att*amar, Van, and Ostan (their capital/nuclear domain) — were
diminished or decimated.”! As mentioned in the previous chapter, other princely houses, in
particular the Arcruni, as well as the newly arrived Arab settlers and emirates being established
in this period, began to fill the vacuum left behind by the naxarar houses in decline. R$tunik

eventually became the center of Gagik’s kingdom of Vaspurakan in the early tenth century.

8 For a map, see Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 93, p. 117. In early Armenian authors, the term ostan,
meaning ‘royal domain,” was typically reserved for the royal domain of the ArSakuni kings of Armenia. In later
authors such as T ovma, it was used to refer to the capital or nuclear domain of any of the great naxarar houses. See
Garsoian, Epic Histories, 551; T‘ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ", tr. Thomson, 183, n. 2;
Hiibschmann, Die altarmenischen Ortsnamen, 442, 460-61.

% T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ', trans. Thomson, 150, 263 n. 1, 268, 281, 291, 292. On the
monastery, which was later called Crpay vank and since the seventeenth century S. Ejmiacin, see Thierry,
Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 513, p. 93; idem, Monuments arméniens du Vaspurakan, 465-70.

91 Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory,” 178; Laurent and Canard, L’ ’Arménie entre Byzance et
UIslam, 124-25.
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Another major disruptive force in the region was the punitive military campaigns of
Bugha 1-Kabir in the North (851 — 852, 855 — 856), to which T ovma devoted considerable space
in the third book of his History. In the course of these campaigns, several princes and high-
profile clergy of Vaspurakan were captured and imprisoned in the caliphal capital at Samarra’,
among them the grandfather and father of Gagik, ASot ‘the Senior’ and Grigor-Derenik.”? During
their imprisonment, they were pressured to convert to Islam as a show of loyalty to the caliph.
Some refused, notably Yovhannés Bishop of Arcrunik’, an ascetic priest named Grigor, and
Grigor Arcruni, who were chained in a dungeon for three years as a result of their defiance. The
former two were ultimately released and hailed as confessors for enduring torture for their
Christian faith, while the latter was put to death and hailed as a martyr.”® In T ovma’s History,
the perseverance of these three personages stands in vivid contrast to the capitulation of ASot
‘the Senior’ and Grigor-Derenik. The same chapter narrates how these two, along with the
majority of the other captured nobility, made a conversion to Islam, even becoming circumcised
on the spot, although, as T ovma claims, they inwardly held onto their Christian faith and later,
upon their release and return to Vaspurakan, claimed that their conversion was feigned.”* The
episode in T ovma’s History recalls the feigned conversion to Mazdeism of Vardan Mamikonian
and his companion princes under the compulsion of Shah Yazdgard II (r. 438—457) in the mid-
fifth century, as narrated in the histories by Lazar and Etise, with which works T ovma was

conversant.” Given that the sponsor of T ovma’s History was Grigor-Derenik (and then Gagik),

92 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.3 MH 11:166—67, trans. Thomson, 205-06.

93 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.6 MH 11:178-85, trans. Thomson, 219-27.

% T‘ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.6 MH 11:181-82.27-30, trans. Thomson, 223-24.
% On T ovma’s use of these sources, see Thomson’s introduction to his translation.
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one deduces that T ovma was attempting to salvage the image of his patron’s family by means of
this literary allusion.

According to the military-aristocratic ethos of naxarar princes like Aot and Grigor-
Derenik, religious affiliation seems to have been of secondary importance. Political expediency
sometimes necessitated making concessions on the religious plane in order to secure one’s
political standing. Later, one could patch up one’s image with the local Armenian audience back
home through patronage of relics and religious institutions and the commissioning of a History
such as T'ovma’s to record one’s generous deeds and piety. T ovma goes to great length to
exonerate his patron and that patron’s father. This seems to account both for the extended
attention given to religious building projects and patronage of monasteries and relics in the text
of T*ovma and his continuators as well as, more directly, for the dramatic and lengthy narrative
portrayal of ASot’s death-bed confession, in which he laments and weeps over his past sins and
expresses doubt that they can ever be forgiven, chief of which must, of course, have been the
apostasy to Islam.”® It reveals the Arcruni princes’ effort to win back the loyalty of the
ecclesiastical establishment and local population by projecting their image as defenders and
sponsors of the Christian faith, in an attempt to erase their apostasy at the caliphal capital and
rewrite a family tale of pious patronage.”” Another motivation, identified by Pogossian, was their
concerted effort to mark their possession and personalize their hold over their newly-won
territory, especially that won back from Muslim emirates, as well as territories formerly

belonging to other prominent southern houses such as the R$tuni and Anjewac‘i.”® We may look

% T‘ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.29, MH 11:252-54.1-18, trans. Thomson, 310-13.
97 Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory,” 184—85.
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at this process in more detail as it provides a contextual background to the founding of
Narekavank .

During the captivity of ASot and Grigor-Derenik in Samarra’, their kinsman and rival,
Gurgeén Apupel¢, who had not capitulated to Islam, had led military campaigns against Arab
tribes and taken control of key provinces of Vaspurakan, such as Anjewac‘ik‘, which T ovma
devotes a few chapters to detailing and eulogizing.®® The returning princes therefore had first to
contend with him upon their return. Grigor-Derenik, who returned first, attempted to seize
Anjewac ik from Gurgén but failed.!?’ Later, Aot returned and likewise set himself to seeking
to wrest control of Anjewac‘ik‘ from Gurgen.

Arriving with his troops, ASot sent as intermediary a junior Arcruni prince Vahan and a
priest named T &odoros, the abbot of a prominent monastery in Anjewac ‘ik‘, Hogeac* vank,!*!
with the message that he was charged with the caliph to rule Vaspurakan and thus had a right to
oust Gurgén from his hold over Anjewac‘ik: “I have come in peace at an order from court and
not, like you, to engage in rebellion. So give over half of Anjewac ik’ to my son Derenik, and do
not continue to act in opposition.”!?2 That T ‘€odoros went as intermediary for ASot reveals that
very soon after his return from captivity, the latter had been able to patch up his image and
standing with élite clergymen of the church.!®* While T ovma does not detail how he was able to
do so, one can conclude that he offered to patronize the monastery in some significant way in

order to win the abbot T @odoros over to his side. The episode also may indicate that their loyalty

9 T‘ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.13—-15, MH 11:209-23, trans. Thomson, 256—74.

190 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik 11.15, MH 11:222.13-16, trans. Thomson, 272—-73.
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to the caliph and conversion at the court had granted them the right to rule in the territory over
rival princes, including family members such as Gurgén, whose property he likely would have
had a legal right to after his conversion to Islam. Eventually, ASot and Gurgén were able to
arrange a peace treaty.!%*

The Arcruni princes had also to contend with Arab emirates in the region. The
‘Uthmanids were one of the early Arab tribes to settle in Armenia in the late eighth century and
centered themselves around the key commercial city of Berkri to the northeast of Lake Van.
From there, they expanded southwards into territory along the eastern shores of Lake Van, taking
the fortress of Amiwk and the important monastery of the Holy Cross on the mountain of
Varag.!% About the monastery, which housed a relic of the True Cross and was considered one
of the stations at which the Hiip ‘simeank virgin saints stopped in their flight through Armenia
and for these two reasons was thus an important pilgrimage site,!°® T ovma writes that the
‘Uthmanids “had seized it and subjected to taxation the monks of the Holy Cross, and had even
captured the abbot of the monastery who was called Grigor, and put him in a deep and gloomy
dungeon.”!?” For an Armenian Christian readership, this of course hearkens back to
Agat‘angetos’ depiction of the cruel treatment of Trdat, the unbelieving monarch, against S.
Grigor the Illuminator, the righteous servant of God. The parallel is all the more obvious since

the abbot of Varag monastery was named after S. Grigor. ASot managed to take control of the

194 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘1I1.15, MH 11:225.12, trans. Thomson, 277.
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monastery and bring it under his own protection, restoring its tax-exempt status. This afforded
ASot, who had earlier capitulated to Islam, the opportunity to present himself as a stalwart
defender of the Christian religion, its institutions and relics, against the Muslim enemy.!%®

When Gagik came to power in the beginning of the tenth century, he and his wife
continued the pattern established by his father and grandfather by continuing to patronize the
monastery. He and his wife sponsored the construction of new religious buildings, endowed it
with villages and estates to promote its economic flourishing, and commissioned a luxurious
reliquary to house the fragment of the True Cross.!” To his wife is also ascribed the donation to
Varag monastery of a lavishly illuminated Gospel manuscript known as the Queen Mlk ‘@
Gospels, one of the most famous and significant early gospel manuscripts to survive to the
present day and the only one from the Kingdom of Vaspurakan.!!® Gagik may also have been
responsible for further elevating the status of the True Cross of Varag and its cult beyond the
region of Vaspurakan.!!! The Feast of the Cross of Varag was eventually enshrined in the
liturgical calendar of the Armenian Church —with a one-week fast preceding it which indicates
the significance and solemnity of the Feast — the only such feast in the Armenian Church
calendar to be dedicated to a local relic of the True Cross.!!?

Through negotiations with the governor of Diyar Bakr, ‘Isa b. al-Shaykh b. al-Salil al-

Shaybani, who was the caliphal representative (ostikan) of Armenia at the time and had
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intervened in the conflict between the Arcruni princes and the ‘Uthmanids, ASot and Grigor-
Derenik were also able to take control of the strategically and economically important city of
Van, which was situated near a trade route that passed through southern Armenia.!'® After Gagik
became prince, he sponsored significant religious construction projects in Van, which underlined
his reign as one marked by the defense of the Christian religion and the re-sacralization (or re-
Christianization) of Armenian space recently held by Muslim rulers. The first church he
sponsored there was built on the summit of the Rock of Van, the most important defensive
location in the city and, as such, was aptly dedicated to the renowned military saint, St.
George.!'* The immediate significance of dedicating the church to St. George would obviously
have borne reference to the recent victories of the Christian Arcrunis against the Muslim
‘Uthmanids, and signaled their ongoing defense of Christian land.!'> Even more significant was
his construction of a complex of buildings on the Rock of Van meant to be a New Jerusalem in
the heart of Vaspurakan.!!® The New Jerusalem complex included a church dedicated to Holy
Sion, a chapel to commemorate the Crucifixion at Golgotha, a chapel dedicated to the Upper
Room to commemorate the Last Supper/First Eucharist, a chapel to commemorate the

Resurrection from the Tomb, and finally a chapel dedicated to the Ascension.!!’
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Creating a replica of Jerusalem’s important holy sites in one’s local territory through a
religious building program is not an uncommon phenomenon in the history of Christianity.!'® A
similar process was underway in Constantinople, in what one scholar has termed the long history
of the “Jerusalemization” of Constantinople, one of the most important periods of which was that
of the contemporaneous Macedonian dynasty (867—-1056), who patronized similar building
programs and collected relics associated with the earthly ministry of Christ.!!? Jerusalem held a
privileged place for Armenians since the beginning of Christianity, and Armenian pilgrimage to,
and presence in, the Holy City is attested from the fourth century onwards.!?’ Gagik’s patronage
of a New Jerusalem in Vaspurakan naturally made it a pilgrimage center, and brought him all the
spiritual and economic advantages that such centers garner. For a local unable to travel all the
way to Jerusalem, whether for economic reasons or reasons of danger due to political unrest,
pilgrimage to the New Jerusalem in Vaspurakan could have served as a substitute. For Gagik, the
building of a New Jerusalem on the Rock of Van, carried further significance. It displayed in
vivid visual and architectural form, his royal ideology that projected him as a powerful Christian
ruler sanctioned by God to sponsor and protect holy places. This held special significance given
the capitulation of his father and grandfather to Islam in the middle of the ninth century. The
religious building projects in general, and the construction of a New Jerusalem in particular,
played into Gagik’s self-stylization as a new King David, a royal image that was a direct

challenge to the Bagratuni kings to the North, to whom Gagik was related.!?! It has been

118 For an overview of the phenomenon in general and case studies of individual New Jerusalems, see Lidov, New
Jerusalems; Erdeljan, Chosen Places; Symcox, Jerusalem in the Alps; Mercier and Lepage, Lalibela; Phillipson,
Ancient Churches of Ethiopia.

119 See Erdeljan, Chosen Places, 72—143 at 101-18.

120 See Bonfiglio and Preiser-Kappeler, “From Ararat to Mount Zion.”

121 While the Bagratid claim to Jewish ancestry goes back at least to the History of Movsgs Xorenac ‘i, the Georgian
branch of the family claimed descent from King David since the end of the eighth century. See Toumanoff, Studies
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suggested that the iconography of the scene of David and Goliath on the east end of the southern
facade of Gagik’s most famous extant religious building project, the church of the Holy Cross of
Att’amar, may contain an allusion to the transference of political power and divine blessing from
the Bagratuni to the Arcruni, the former represented in the scene by the still crowned but lesser,
discredited figure of Saul, while Gagik is represented by the youthful, warrior King David,
whose martial victories led to his popular appeal.!??> Gagik’s religious building projects thus were
intimately connected with his quest to shore up political authority in his own realm and person,
projecting himself as the divinely sanctioned ruler not just of Vaspurakan but of all of Armenia.
Gagik made Rstunik‘ the center of his kingdom, the province that had formed the core of
his political career since the death of his father Grigor-Derenik in 887 and the division of Arcruni
holdings in Vaspurakan into three parts shared between the three sons.!?* On the death of his
brother Asot, Gagik and his brother Gurgén divided the provinces of Vaspurakan between
themselves.'?* R3tunik‘ remained the core province of Gagik’s half of the territory and naturally

his most prominent building projects were centered there.

in Christian Caucasian History, 327-29. The Armenian Bagratid connection to Kind David seems to have
penetrated Armenian Bagratid royal ideology by the late ninth century, and is attested by Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc ‘i, History of Armenia 4, MH 11:370.9, tr. Boisson-Chenorhokian, 78, tr. Maksoudian, 73. T 'ovma
introduces Gagik as bearing claim thus to dual royal lineage, through his Arcruni father Grigor-Derenik to the
Assyrian King Sennacherim (Senek ‘erim) and through his Bagratuni mother Sop‘i to King David:
“Gagik...descended from the noble and high-ranking stocks of Senek ‘erim and David (Qwsgfely.. jkplyney
lgluguunn41f[1l[ LIJuCLu[[LulnLﬂbflg“ Ubbb@bp{"flllJ Eo ’)‘MIL[J[I).” See T ovma Arcruni, HiSfOl’y Ofﬂ’le House Ofthe
Arcrunik “111.29, MH 11:254-55.19; tr. Thomson, 315.

122 See Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 246. For the image, see Der Nersessian, Aght ‘amar, figures 23, 26-27.
123 “Gagik [had] the area of R§tunik‘ with the neighbouring provinces and as much as he could obtain by force of the
land of MoKk (Puly Qussgfoly qlyryiduston [Fginne by gy p dueimmljugpep quewnuep, be nppuwl by Suwuncds
nudny whgp bio guyfumpdh Unlpwy:).” T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik “111.22, MH
11:240.14; tr. Thomson, 295.

124 On the division, see T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.29, MH 11:255.21-24, tr.
Thomson, 314.
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More Building Activity Amid the Centralizing Efforts of Gagik Arcruni

T ovma goes to great length in describing the many building projects undertaken by the
two brothers, especially Gagik. Among a number of civil infrastructure projects, T ovma
highlights the construction of an aqueduct that provided water to the plain below Mount Varag
allowing for greater settlement and population growth in the area.!?> In emphasizing this point,
he may have had in mind Movsés Xorenac'i’s discussion of the aqueduct attributed to Queen
Samiram (Semiramis),'2° also located near Van, implying a comparison with a great monarch of
antiquity and the implication that King Gagik’s accomplishments surpass that of the former.
Such comparisons wherein a contemporary Armenian figure surpasses the deeds of a biblical or
other character of antiquity is a common trope in Armenian histories and panegyric. This precise
comparison is made explicit by the anonymous continuator, who, when writing about Gagik’s
aqueduct, says:

In my opinion it surpassed in wonder the excavated chambers of Semiramis [in the rock

of Van] and the aqueduct at the foot of Mount Varag. For the latter at least is on dry land,

whereas this, built in the depths of the lake, transcends all the concepts and

accomplishments of wise men previously achieved.!?’
Gagik naturally focused first on fortifications, rebuilding walls and strongholds, and then
erecting palatial residences in different parts of his territory to suit his royal ambitions. Near the

eastern border of Vaspurakan, where the river Karmir runs into the Araxes, he had a stronghold

constructed to secure the town of Mtakan, which was then built up with streets, dwellings, and

125 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.29, MH 11:256-57.33-34; tr. Thomson, 316.
126 Movses Xorenac i, History of Armenia 1.16.

manl?umlullblul‘ 4111[1”"11114!1![14‘ Lluufl?iuu.lil Lf[nnu Eo llq,n[ié'u wrn [1#!1171 1[171#71 bllblng: T‘ovma Arcruni [and
Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘1V.7, MH 11:288.7-8; tr. Thomson, 356.
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other buildings, including another palace.!?® About a different palatial residence built near the
northeastern limits of Vaspurakan, T ovma writes:
Furthermore, looking to the east in the direction of Cuagfot and the city of Getk",'2? he
constructed a splendid palace of pleasure, surrounding with palatial buildings a hill from
which one could look down onto the plain to the banks of the river Araxes. There herds
of deer gamboled; there were lairs of boars and lions and herds of onagers, all ready for
the pleasures of the chase—facing the mountains of Ayrarat, noble Masis, where
Artawazd, son of Arta$és, fell headlong on the rough slopes.!3°
Hunting was the preferred pastime of aristocratic and royal figures in the wider region going
back to antiquity and is well illustrated in the Armenian past by the example of the Arsacids.
More than just a pastime, in Arsacid Armenia the royal hunt and royal banquet that followed it
was a key feature of traditional and ceremonial royal activity, which derived from Iranian royal
customs among others in the region, as seen, for example, in texts such as the Sahnama and in
other material remains, such as the reliefs at Taq-1 Bostan and in the scenes on the luxurious
Sasanian silver plates that are extant.!3! T‘ovma’s short excursus on the pleasure palace with its
lush hunting grounds thus carried royal overtones, signaling a connection between Gagik and the
former ArSakuni royal dynasty in Armenia. More immediate to Gagik’s own day, such activities
placed him on a comparable footing with the aristocratic life of leisure enjoyed by caliphal amirs,

and the description of the pleasure palace also suggests ‘Abbasid models. The reference to the

legend about the Artaxiad king Artawazd at the end of the passage, reinforces the connection

128 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik 11129, MH 11:257.36; tr. Thomson, 316.
129 For the location, see Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 93, p. 117.

T‘ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.29, MH 11:257.35; tr. Thomson, 316.

131 On this, see Garsoian, “Prolegomena,” 183-84.
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between Gagik and the Armenian royal past.!*? Once again, we see the panegyrical trope of the
present figure surpassing the former at play. Gagik emerges as a more illustrious and successful
dynast in that he first of all built his own hunting preserve rather than simply going out into the
countryside like Artawazd, and secondly, he is safe and successful, whereas the former figure
erred in desecrating a holy mountain and suffered a dire penalty for doing so.

Gagik’s most prominent building projects were located in Ostan and Att‘amar, the heart
of the province formerly belonging to the R§tunik, which he made into the center of Vaspurakan.
The former city was located on the southern shore of Lake Van and the latter was a small island
located in view of Ostan, about three kilometers from the southern shore. Control of the area
gave Gagik access to profits from the fishing and exportation of the farex fish from Lake Van,
one of the chief exports of Armenia in this period, as previously mentioned.!3* Naturally, he first
built up defenses, fortifying the walls in Ostan.!3* He then rebuilt the city’s church dedicated to
the Holy Mother of God and in addition to other valuable liturgical vessels,!* deposited there a
cross that had been associated with a miraculous event and that he had had repaired by a
goldsmith and “covered with pure silver more splendidly than before to the glory of the
Christians and to the shame and ignominy of the enemies of Christ’s cross.”!3¢ As Pogossian

notes, along with his earlier patronage of the True Cross of Varag and his subsequent building of

132 On Artawazd, see Russell, Zoroastrianism in Armenia, 400-07. T ovma’s source may have been Movses
Xorenac ‘i, History of Armenia 11.61, MH 2:1940-42, tr. Thomson, 199-201.

133 Manandian, Trade and Citeis, 147, 150. This is also mentioned by the anonymous continuator as one of the
benefits of the town of Ostan. See T ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the
Arcrunik‘, IV.6, MH 11:286.7, tr. Thomson, 353.

134 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘11129, MH 11:256.27; tr. Thomson, 315.

135 T*ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik 11129, MH 11:256.27; tr. Thomson, 315.

U Dassn sy spreps g uafbrm sfusglegguusgngls pushs quenwffebiss, fr ugupSuiton ppfumnih fig b o fd b f

Yt fusin friy [Fo Yl by fuwsfls Rpfuomnufr: T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik 111.27, MH
11:250.6, tr. Thomson, 307. See Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory,” 196-206.
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the Church of the Holy Cross at Alt‘amar, T ovma here highlights Gagik and his family’s loyalty
and devotion to the cross — as both symbol and object — and the Armenian Church in the face
of its opponents, which included both external ones (namely, the Muslim emirates) and internal
ones (especially the T ondrakeans — about whom more will be said in the next chapter — who
were notable for their iconoclastic destruction of crosses and other ritual objects).!3’

The principal building projects in Ostan and Att"amar took place after the death of
T ovma, and therefore it is the anonymous continuator who writes about them. These took place
after Gagik’s alliance with the ostikan Yisuf in 908 (against the Bagratuni King Smbat), who in
return dubbed him “king of Armenia.” Perhaps as a physical manifestation of his elevated
position as king of Vaspurakan, Gagik made Ostan and Att’amar into twin capitals, complete
with newly constructed splendid royal palaces.!*® Composed just after the death of Gagik to
eulogize his great deeds, it is clear that it was his constructions in Ostan and Att"amar that stood
out most to those who could look back on Gagik’s lifelong accomplishments: “Of the many
castles fortified in his name, [Gagik] was especially pleased with two places and watched over
them personally. One was at the edge of the lake; its name was Ostan in the province of
Rstunik .3 As we learn shortly, the next was Att‘amar. In addition to their strategic defensive
location, their proximity to the southern trade route, and the profitable natural resources they

gave access to (especially the farex fish of Lake Van), the anonymous continuator waxes

137 See Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory,” 196-206. Gagik’s own name was a local variant of
the name Xac ik (‘little cross’ from xac, ‘cross’), and it has been noted that this may have influenced his particular
devotion to the quintessential Christian symbol. See, recently, Pogossian, “Relics, Rulers, Patronage,” 195.

138 For the territory inherited by Gagik, see T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.29, MH
11:255.22-23, tr. Thomson, 314. The building projects at Ostan and Att‘amar are especially highlighted by the
anonymous continuator.

1 Bnpng p pugnid wilpnguy supesybing gy wbec gl wbfu Quopl b gegd Sud by Gt
lul[fuul[lun_nJg l[ﬁlb[nl[ 1]‘[17171 . l"lb[’F &nl[nl_il, d 4‘ ﬂuuuufl [1 q,lul_uln_lﬁl /)-zmnl_flblug: T‘Ovma AI'CI'lll'li [and
Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik‘,IV.6, MH 11:286.5, tr. Thomson, 353.
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eloquent about the beauty of the natural environment, the pleasant weather, and picturesque
location of the lakeside town of Ostan and island of Att*amar. The splendid palace and pavilions
at Ostan seem to have made special use of the natural environment and lighting, and the
anonymous continuator notes the way the exterior gold decorations and various colors glittered
in the sun and the dazzling way in which light passed through the windows at different times of
day in order to illuminate “the multicolored images, pictures, and various decorations,” housed
within.!#? Thus, the palace would have equally dazzled the viewer from afar as it would the
visitor who entered inside the gates.

For the anonymous continuator, the greatest of Gagik’s building projects were on the
island of Att‘amar, the palace and church of the Holy Cross.!*! One of the reasons for Gagik’s
choice of Att'amar island for his grand palace and new church was its defensive and inaccessible
location, in addition of course to its natural beauty: “In [Gagik’s] excellent wisdom, seeing the

pleasantness of the spot and recognizing that it was a refuge from enemy raids, he undertook to

Y99 e g by wpunnlpbpunnfuyus ke gouinguds puepfincmda®. T ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators],
History of the House of the Arcrunik*, 1V.6, MH 11:286.11, tr. Thomson, 354.

141 “From the beginning of the settlement of Armenia many buildings and constructions were raised in our land by
Hayk the Archer and his descendants, and by the amorous and lascivious Semiramis, queen of Assyria, [which have
been described] by others with unerring indications. These we have visited in person and seen with our own eyes,
travelling to distant parts: as far as Ktarjk‘ and the Susetac ik and the foot of the Caucasus mountain, and to Ahiz as
far as the entrance to Gal, across Tayastan and all the norther regions and the East. Travelling on foot, we have seen
the works of valiant men and [our] ancestors. But our mind and sight were struck most of all by the splendid,
marvellous, and wonderful At‘amar (bL luiu[[n{‘u[ JluJuuu[nu[inL[}buufFe Ld [1712 [1 ul[zuzluflg ulillll[l zjﬁlnL[;lnufl
wfuusppus Gusgny fp Susglyusy wgbqmenpl be pinpned qupdpy be gluf@nm be fuewgnn Gwd fpud s bl fb
Visnplumutibusyg, be fpinfwil jugpu be gugyng beo guebn dbnwlbpng be yfincudp ghepupuiighepngh gbplypfu

be Grepbiffughu be wn (gl ph Yuifinuwg be JUS g, dflighe b dncnts fr fugusy, be plig Swgunut be pig
qpuchuy qifunu be qubanc Gl Spugulibpat be put gpagnedy Snpulguil be quipdwiogfb U fudwp:).”
T‘ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik*,1V.7, MH 11:287.1-3,
trans. Thomson, 354-55.
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build on it in a fearsome and amazing fashion.”!*? The natural security of the island meant that
any attack upon it would have had to be naval, and since there was no sizable naval force nearby
nor a means to easily ferry troops to the island, one could feel reasonably secure about the safety
of the site. Gagik had a foundation laid that descended into the lake, which facilitated the
construction of a defensive wall with towers and bastions and an accompanying harbor for
shipping and supplies.'** Then on the island were made streets, pleasure gardens and parks, and
residences for princes and other dignitaries.!** Gagik then arranged for an international team of
artisans to work on these building projects, and charged one of them with the architectural design
of a palace. The anonymous continuator finds language inadequate to express the sublimity of
the royal palace that was constructed forty cubits in length, depth, and width:
The construction of the palace, from its foundations to its summit, took the form of a bird
in flight, without the support of any pillar. It was truly worthy of admiration surpassing
understanding. It had vaulted domes and niches and beautifully decorated surroundings,
innumerable and incomprehensible to the mind and eye. It also had domes like heaven,
ornamented with gold and shining with light. If anyone wished to look at them, as if
honouring a king first he must remove his head covering, and then twisting his neck he
will scarcely be able to distinguish the various beautiful representations. The structure of
the palace is extraordinary and astonishing, and so surpassing and incomprehensible to
the imagination that if an intelligent man were to examine only one section of one dome

for many hours, on coming out he would be unable to tell anyone anything of what he
had seen.!*

2 Qus fuag.. pususlyrpr] gpfrmese [Hlossid p Srusgloglonsy frimbagngs g i ke Swhine gl gl s ik
luz_[uulp4[1 [1 4[171[15 ﬂszwag‘ &bkt wpq;‘ 4[11]‘71111[1[[5[ llillll lu4bll [nffl Eo zllulnflufuul[l 4[1LuglflulfF T(ovma Arcruni
[and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik‘,1V.7, MH 11:287.3, tr. Thomson, 355.

143 T*ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik* ,IV.7, MH 11:287-88.4—
8, tr. Thomson, 355-56.

144 T*ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik* ,1V.7, MH 11:288.11-12,
trans. Thomson, 356.
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wippmupu bpbuy' ng fiig gnpng wgbguc wpumdly nodbp hupmogk: T ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators],
History of the House of the Arcrunik‘, IV.7, MH 11:289.15—18, tr. Thomson, 357.
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The continuator goes on to give a brief description of the palace’s frescoed paintings, which
included scenes to delight the king: a court room with a splendid depiction of the king enthroned
and surrounded by dignitaries; scenes of courtly entertainment such as minstrel singers and
young female dancers; scenes of sport, of warfare, of nature with wild and exotic animals, and of
warfare.'¢ These reveal something of Gagik’s personal taste, which emerges as a typical
example of the Armeno-Iranian military-aristocratic ethos of naxarar dynasts and also align well
with the contemporary rulers of the wider ‘Abbasid Islamicate world. Unfortunately, nothing of
the palace survives to the present day, so we have only the anonymous continuator’s panegyrical
description.'4’

Gagik’s second great building project on Alt'amar island was the Church of the Holy
Cross. It took some seven years to complete, being constructed between 915-921. The Church of
the Holy Cross of Attamar is the only major religious building project of Gagik’s to survive
relatively intact to the present day. Neither the palace nor the other churches or monasteries in
Vaspurakan mentioned in this chapter survive in anything like their earlier form. For that reason,
and also its architectural brilliance, the Church of the Holy Cross has merited the attention of

many art historians and other scholars.!*® However, in its own time, it would have been dwarfed

146 T*ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators], History of the House of the Arcrunik ", IV.7, MH 11:289.18-20,
tr. Thomson, 357-58.

147 It was intentionally destroyed, since no symbols of secular power were tolerated under later Islamic rule.
Presumably, the destruction dates from Ottoman times, perhaps the campaigns of Selim I in the early sixteenth
century, if not before. Only the cathedral and monastic buildings were spared, on the basis of which the catholicate
continued until 1896.

148 As a starting point, see Pogossian and Vardanyan, Church of the Holy Cross; Der Nersessian, Aght ‘amar; Jones,
Between Islam and Byzantium; Mnats ‘akanyan, Aght ‘amar-.
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by the palace, much like the image of Gagik on the west facade of the Church of the Holy Cross
surpasses in size the image of Christ.!#

Among several notable features of the church is the series of over 200 sculptural reliefs
decorating the exterior of the church, depicting biblical and other scenes and natural vegetation
and animals. The reliefs on the west fagade mentioned just previously feature a visual depiction
of King Gagik presenting a model of the church to Christ and the upper register of the east
facade has a smaller portrait of Gagik, seated cross-legged on a cushion throne (taxt or gah).!>°
In both, it has been noted how the visual expression of his royalty “was modeled after the current
symbol of Islamic authority,” the larger political structure of which his local polity formed a
part.!>! At the same time, however, it should be emphasized that the ‘Abbasid caliphate itself
drew heavily upon Sasanian models, which draw on even earlier Iranian precedent. For example,
the depiction of Gagik seated on a cushion throne, while it parallels depictions of “Abbasid
caliphs, such as that preserved on a medallion issued by caliph al-Moqtadir,'? this was the
customary regnal posture of the Arsacid kings of Armenia as well.!>® Furthermore, the use of a
crown in the depiction of Gagik on the west fagade — and this despite the fact that he never even
had an actual coronation ceremony — is clearly non-Islamic and intended particularly for the
Armenian Christian viewer, for whom the crown is the mark of legitimate kingship in the

Christian context.

149 Grigoryan, “King Gagik Arcruni’s Portrait,” 417, figure 15.2.

150 On the portraits of Gagik, see Grigoryan, “King Gagik Arcruni’s Portrait;” Eastmond and Jones, “Robing, Power,
and Legitimacy,” 159-63; Jones, Between Islam and Byzantium, 57-63.

151 Eastmond and Jones, “Robing, Power, and Legitimacy,” 161.

152 Jones, Between Byzantium and Islam, 57-59.

153 On the cushion throne (called either taxt or gah) of royal figures in the Arsacid era, see, for example, Garsoian,
Epic Histories IV.16, V.24. See also in Garsoian’s translation the (third) appendix of technical terms, s.v. “barj;’”
“bazmakan/bazmoc‘k‘;” “gah/gahoyk".”
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The palace and church at Alt‘amar proclaimed in vivid visual and architectural language
the goal that Gagik was able to shortly realize: the convergence of pan-Armenian political and
religious power in this new center of Vaspurakan.!>* The new palace served as a fit royal
residence of this newly minted Armenian “king of kings,” and was intended to match in its
architectural scale, artistry, and luxurious entertainment, the ‘Abbasid palaces at Partaw
(Bardha‘a) and Samarra’.!>® The construction of the Church of the Holy Cross served as a fit
place to celebrate not just a royal liturgy, but also a patriarchal one. As mentioned in the previous
chapter, the Catholicos Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (sed. 898 — 924/5) left the traditional
catholicosal residence at Duin in the midst of Yiisuf’s military campaigns against the Bagratids
in the 920s and took refuge under Gagik’s protection in Vaspurakan. Gagik was then able to
successfully orchestrate to the catholicate the next four catholicoi all from nearby southern
houses of Vaspurakan — three from Rstunik‘ and one from Mokk‘ — and maintain their
ongoing residence beside him on Att*amar Island. Obviously, this would have ensured that these
catholicoi would be more beholden to King Gagik and pursue policies that aligned with his
interests. While the traditional way a catholicos was elected was primarily through the
participation of bishops called together in council for that purpose, a recent precedent had been
set by the first Bagratid king — then “prince of princes (fry fusts fry purnstiany)” — ASot, by which
the preeminent prince or king took a leading role in the catholicosal election. In his History,
Yovhannés Drasxanakertc ‘i relates that ASot was the principal agent in choosing G€org II of
Garni (sed. 877 — 897): “Then the prince of princes ASot chose an honorable man from the

household of the catholicate named G&org, who was from the town of Gaini, and ordered him to

154 Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory,” 215-16.
135 Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 246.
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be ordained to the prelacy of the house of T orgom (Togarmah).”!>® The Bagratuni kings
succeeding Asot did not however enjoy the kind of undivided loyalty that ASot did and thus were
usually not in a position to claim the prerogative of making a catholicosal appointment.'>” Upon
Catholicos Georg’s death, King Smbat I Bagratuni thus returned to the traditional method of
calling a council to choose the next catholicos. This much broader participation in choosing the
next catholicos, Mastoc* (sed. 897 — 898) is represented by Yovhannés Drasxanakertc i in the
following way: “the king, the most senior princes, and the most honorable freemen...appointed
him to the throne of the Holy Illuminator, Grigor.”!>® The same procedure was followed for the
appointment of the next catholicos, Yovhannés himself (sed. 898 — ca. 924). Commenting on his
own election, Yovhannes writes, “After Mastoc®, I, Yovhannés, who wrote this book...was led to
the holy throne, not because of my worthiness, but because I could not refuse the order of the
king and the multitude of other naxarars.”'> While Yovhannes does not mention the presence of
bishops or other clergy in either of these two elections, Krikor Maksoudian comments that they
must have taken part in the council. The lack of reference to clerics is likely due to the fact that

his History is addressed to the rulers of Armenia and is meant to highlight their role in events.'®®
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Yovhann@s Drasxanakertc‘i, History of Armenia 28, MH 11:442.13.

157 Maksoudian, Chosen of God, 36.

8 Pusssgusinpls ke gl b uapn frofrboph b wpusscwlju wpp wguinp. fugneglh gl pufFee snepp
Lncuwenpgfin Qppgnpf: Yovhannés Drasxanakertc i, History of Armenia 36, MH 11:470.6.

0 Qs e b Bruef Sl gy quuigu gpplgh gl og puin wpduhilbug wSy jufFan oppe @,
[Plpkeu ng Quipughuy qfululy qop Spudubp wppogph kel wyyng beo oo pupulyngn puagdo @b
Yovhann@s Drasxanakertc i, History of Armenia 36, MH 11:470.8.

160 “Hovhanngés’ silence about the presence of bishops and clergy in general at these two elections—one of them his
own—raises serious problems. We must look for an answer in his History. Unlike other medieval historical works in
Armenian, Hovhanng@s’ treatise is addressed to the rulers of Armenia and contains a specific political message about
cooperation, peace, and unity in Christian Caucasia. In the Hisfory there is almost no information given about
contemporary church life. Hovhann&s mentions by name only one Armenian bishop, and mentions him only as a
martyr. He refrains from referring to ecclesiastical issues, ceremonies and problems that have no bearing on the
design and message of his treatise. We know nothing about even his own activities from the History, but rather from
other historians and epigraphical evidence. This approach to the events suggests that Hovhann&s was trying to
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While we have little direct evidence for the manner in which the next three catholicoi —
Step ‘anos 11 Rstuni (sed. ca. 925), T‘8odoros I Rstuni (sed. 925 — 934/5), Etise Rstuni (sed. 934/5
—941/2) — were elected, we may infer the importance of King Gagik Arcruni’s role by
information given by Anania Mokac‘i on his own election (sed. 941/2 — ca. 963/4 or 965/6).
Referencing those involved in his own election to the catholicate, Anania Mokac ‘i mentions first
“Lord Gagik Arcruni, King of Armenia” and then “Lord Abas Bagratuni...King of Greater
Armenia,” followed by “their royal scions as well as all the bishops, monastics, and other ascetic
solitaries, and the requests and unanimous appeals of abbots.”!¢! This, along with the fact that all
four were from southern houses close to King Gagik’s capitals at Ostan and Alt’amar and kept
their residence there until Gagik’s death, indicates the leading role he took in the election of
Anania, and by implication, his three predecessors.!6? This highlights the way in which Gagik
made Vaspurakan the concrete center of Armenian political and ecclesiastical power throughout
his reign. Thus, from the early 920s, when Yovhannés relocated to Alt'amar, to the late 940s
after Gagik’s death, when Anania Mokac‘i moved the residence back to the Bagratid realm in the
North (at Argina), the center of political and ecclesiastical power in Armenia had migrated south

from the Bagratid realm and Duin to be centered in R$tunik‘ of Vaspurakan, at the twin capitals

impress the contemporary kings and princes with the fact that they and their predecessors were the ones who elected
him and his predecessors to the highest office of catholicos of Greater Armenia, and that despite their divisiveness,
they owed respect to his office and authority as an arbitrator and high justice. In a context of this nature, any
mention of participating bishops would weaken Hovhannés’ argument. We must also add that the participation of
feudal lords in both elections indicates that councils indeed took place. It is impossible to imagine that a council of
feudal lords or nakharars would convene to elect a catholicos without any bishops participating.” Maksoudian,
Chosen of God, 36-37.

1 Sbusr bty Qurgfusy Updpnciing Gugng Prusquienph. .. wkun bl puy Rugpuonncing. Ubsf Gujng wppogf. .
unghl Frguquls qupdfgh ke Sadweplh bypolnynung be fulmljabiug ke my Sglucnp Bk npag,
lun_lugiln[nl,ﬁg 4unglfluflg |73 L’I[ILM&UIJL Fnlln.glufuug Anania Mokac‘i, “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the
Albanians,” MH 10:256.6-7.

162 See also Hats “uni, Kat ‘oghikosakan éntrut ‘iwn, 33-34; Maksoudian, Chosen of God, 37.
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of Ostan and Att"amar, represented in the persons of King Gagik and the catholicoi from

southern houses.

Narekavank': Making a Spiritual-Intellectual Center at the Ecclesiastical and Political
Capital

Gagik’s efforts at centralization around Ostan and Alt‘amar island still lacked one major
source of societal power: the charismatic, spiritual, and intellectual authority of a major
monastery. My view is that the founding of Narek monastery during this period formed part of
Gagik’s larger effort to centralize Armenian power and influence around Ostan and the island of
Att"amar, but this time targeting the spiritual-intellectual-monastic realm and involving another
southern migration, this time of two locally famous vardapets, Anania and his companion Petros.

The founding of Narek is not mentioned in the History of T ovma or the anonymous
continuator. Why? As I will discuss below, the founding occurred at the end of Gagik’s reign —
or at the very beginning of that of his immediate successor, Derenik-ASot (ca. 943 — 953/8) —
and thus it could not have been mentioned by T ovma, whose narrative cuts off in the first
decade of the 900s. Further, we have seen that the anonymous continuator is not a continuator in
the sense that he was picking up T ovma’s History and continuing the narrative. Rather, it is a
panegyrically-infused account written shortly after the death of Gagik in order to eulogize his
greatest deeds. Naturally, in such an account it is no surprise that many building projects are
overlooked, as the writer focuses his attention on the most impressive ones, like the palace and
church of Att*amar. The last building project he mentions is that of the church of the Holy Cross

at Alt'amar (completed in 921). Narek monastery was famous not so much for its architectural
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brilliance — the main criterion for the anonymous continuator’s selection of subject matter to
eulogize — but for its spiritual and intellectual brilliance, which even so was still in the early
years of its development at the time of the anonymous continuator’s eulogy. It is thus
understandable why the anonymous continuator overlooked mentioning the founding of Narek
monastery in his composition.!'®3

Had T ovma lived until the founding of Narek monastery, we would likely have had a
description of it from him. One may surmise the kind of thing he would have written from the
description of a monastery founded in an earlier period of Gagik’s building activity, the
monastery of St. Peter’s (S. Petrosi vank ) at Mahrast.!%* T ovma writes:

At the time that Gagik was general [i.e., 895-904] he had begun his constructions. He
built a high embankment at the village of Mahrast on the eastern bank of the river facing
Ostan of Rstunik‘, where there had previously been the walled palace of the Patrician
Vard Rstuni, descendant of Hayk. He appointed as abbot a certain priest named
Yovhannés from the province of Boguni and the village of Anstan. Here he instituted a
settlement of monks and entrusted their direction to the above-mentioned priest, who was
a gentle man, humble and honorable in his way of life, most appropriate for [the position]
to which he had been called. The general set aside for the monastery sufficient villages
for the reception of pilgrims and the care of the poor. There he built a splendid and
glorious church dedicated to Saint Peter the apostle, the invincible custodian of hell, and
to the right and left of the altar another two churches.!'®

163 And also why the foundation of Narekavank® is left out of Zaroui Pogossian’s otherwise thorough study of the
Arcruni royal rise to power through political accession of territory and their religious patronage and sacralization of
newly won territory through religious building projects. See Pogossian, “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory.”
It likely was left outside the scope of her study because Narekavank® is nowhere mentioned by T ovma Arcruni or
the Anonymous Continuators in the History of the House of the Arcrunik‘, on which her study largely depends.

164 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 546, p. 98; Oskean, Vaspurakan-Vani vank ‘eré, 187. NB:
Thierry references incorrect page numbers to Oskean in the bibliography section on this monastery.

Y5 Pusly ponfrpraslyasts guaepuusfuspoe [Floiits Qg fjusy whqpimenplboy &bnwlbpo fup’ oy gSoqupgm
pupqucwigulyi fp Yulnwym qhucy jud qlunngb by g, np Sugh lumuib [fmnbbug, gppncd nbyeng
JurnQuig gl wongupunip wupusguenpp byl §p dwpy wpunplp (fmncieng Suglugiing, b bpulugne il
[Prgryp q8nifuwtivhu mils pulwinng b Rngnibp queanl, frjUinwt glyfh: 8npned nkyen pubwl
hpuiimenpug fuwpgbug, ke Sucvnng qunwunpg @ fe b fusswglug puSubugfl, np bp wgp Sk, gudndh
b wpurnncwljwl fuwpnep be unyulugng jop nghguc. by guinnguil quepufupt Julfyh ghucge’
purcwlunty wr gl dy Spepngh be ponkugndfFpo wgpumugh: Gl wiig bbby ofuwglygug b
wpunySuwn e [Houdp be whncail gio gl Unepp Whopnop wnoplyng’ sk fogdnfolut wewfinpyp:
G b be quiSEGE ubguibingy wyy bow R. Elbgbgfu: T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik “111.29,
MH 11:258.43-46; tr. Thomson, 317—18 (slightly modified).
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By this, we may deduce a pattern of building a monastery nearby an important city (in this case,
Ostan), appointing a respected abbot to regulate its life, and providing for its means through
endowed villages. We can infer a similar arrangement for the founding of Narek.

Nevertheless, there were some crucial differences that signal the different raisons d’étre
for the two monasteries. Since St. Peter’s monastery at Mahrast was located near the capital of
Ostan and not far from the southern trade route, part of its role was to provide lodging for the
reception of pilgrims or other wayfarers as well as social services for the poor, in addition to
being a place of prayer. One notes the parallel with Horomos monastery, founded not far from
the future Bagratid capital of Ani, which was known, among other things, for its hospitality in
providing lodging and other sustenance to travelers, merchants, and wayfarers.!%® Narekavank ",
on the other hand, was founded on the less traveled side of Ostan not far from the southern shore
of Lake Van facing Att"amar island and closer to the latter than the former. Its more remote
geographical location, away from the hustle and bustle of the highly trafficked trade route,
signals its focus on spiritual, intellectual, and liturgical/musical activity. Likewise, nearby —
about an hour’s walk away — were caves on a small mountain were monks could go out to
spend time in solitary ascetic or contemplative activity.'®’

The selection of such high-powered scholars as Anania and Petros to lead the direction of
the monastery also indicates that Narek was conceived with the purpose of charting new
territory, by creating a major monastic school for the region. If not the very first of its kind in

this regard, it was one of the very first, which, along with major centers like Hatbat and Sanahin

166 Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:751.25-26, tr. Greenwood, 225. On the monastery, see
Vardanyan, Horomos Monastery.

167 For a description of these caves and with photos of the site in its contemporary state, see Hakobyan, “Surb Grigor
Narekats‘u chgnarané.”
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founded later in the century, became the model for the subsequent monastic academies that were
the producers and transmitters of Armenian high culture into the early modern period. The
vardapets Anania and Petros had made a name for themselves in monasteries in southern
Bagratid Armenia near the border with Vaspurakan before they were invited to lead Narek
monastery.!%® As noted in an earlier chapter, their contemporary, Samuél Kamrjajorec i, who
belonged to the monastery of Kamrjajor in ArSarunik” also in southern Bagratid territory,
mentions that they had dwelt at monasteries in Antak" in Hawnunik® and Xawarajor in
ArSarunik * before being called to Narek.!®® That they held something of local celebrity status
among religious figures of the time is noted by another piece of evidence, namely their being
singled out — as is Narek monastery itself — in the chapter of Step ‘anos Taroneci’s Universal
History that otherwise focuses on monasteries and monastics/hermits/vardapets in the northern,
western, and eastern portions of Armenia, i.e. those with Bagratid connections. In his list of
monasteries founded in this period, Narek is the only one in Vaspurakan to be mentioned: “Also
at this time, Narek was built, in the district of Rtunik‘, under the same regulation, with multi-
talented singers who added brilliance to worship, and learned scholars.”'7° Likewise, among the
hermits and vardapets mentioned in the chapter, Petros and Anania are the only who are known
to have been active in a monastery in Vaspurakan. In a section praising vardapets of the day,
Tardnec‘i singles out among a short list of clerics, “Petros, true commentator of the holy

Scriptures; and Anania, a great scholar, who was a monk of Narek. His book was directed

168 Anania’s selection may also have had to do with his familial ties to Xosrov Anjewac i, although the latter was not
yet bishop at the time of Anania’s appointment to abbot of Narek.

169 Samugl Kamrjajorec i, Explanation of Feasts, MH 10:718-22 at 720.20.

0 Uy e grsgud sl wsbvsslyfos ofpilolsgguass. Guuapplely o [hgsommme Sobssgy spossesssre ol Sor gl fuuaprig s prons [Hosil
Fuullfuullupll, ullulmuujuuuilu‘lé'lun_ b[nl,bgnllnl[e |7 zl,lwulllufl L}[unnlyul.e: Step‘anos Tar(')nec(i, Universal HiStOi’y
1.7, MH 15:751.27, tr. Greenwood, 225.

103



against the sect of T ondrakac ik and other heresies.”!”! Their renown must have been so great
that even after they went south to Vaspurakan, Step ‘anos could not fail to mention them. It is
possible that he had met one or both of them himself, since he mentions that he had seen and
spoken in his youth with some of the vardapets he wrote about.!”> Undoubtedly too, Anania’s
and Petros’ renown grew exponentially through their activity at Narek, which will be explored in
future chapters. The only surviving vark * (‘life, biography’) of Anania, which is contained in a
lone synaxarion (Yaysmawurk ‘) from Isfahan in 1719, singles out precisely this notable fact,
namely, that Anania’s and Narek’s fame extended beyond the confines of Vaspurakan, even into
Bagratid Armenia:

He became even more learned in the philosophical arts to the point that the unattainable

spirituality of his knowledge became proclaimed abroad in every plape, even in the

kingdom of Armenia of the pious Abas Bagratuni, from the land of RStunik® where the

very renowned monastery called Narek was built.!”3
Monastic Foundations and Armenian Dynastic Rivalry

The naxarar dynasts’ monastic foundations in this period were, among other things, used
as a means of gaining regional influence and thus formed part of the way in which they
competed with rival rulers for prestige and control over an area. The monastery of Sewan

(Sewanay vank !7%), founded between 871-874, was the earliest of the new cenobitic foundations

begun after ASot Bagratuni’s rise and marks the beginning of two centuries of major monastic

G Wb, Suse assanfs dblyg g uppmg. b Uvasfous, oy foursspun e 768, mp b fustouslysts Gusplelfo: Unpras b
Ll[1[1u £ luulugbull Eflll,ll,;‘lf ullZulill}nJiI Ia‘niu}[nul[l.ug |73 wyny 41,-[1&,"_111&"5: Step(anos Tar(')nec(i, Universal Hl.StOI’y
IIL.7, MH 15:753.51-52, tr. Greenwood, 229.

172 Step “anos Tardnec i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:754.53.

P G wrssnky b S gy oy frinfoos uulpus’s spShunfog, dfiiig g god (Bg] by fu mpud by Sngudlbgue
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Fuu}[numnlju_nt{il prl[p“fl n_z_mnljlbulg. [1pr1_ z[ﬁlbguu_ lfbé’luClLZull[ lllufluil d l[nzﬁ 71111[1&[[.‘ Yaysmawurk (, M 7359,
183r. For the full text of the vark ', see Appendix A.

174 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 728, p. 129.
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building activity.!”> Monastic foundations soon dotted the landscape of all three of the major
domains controlled by the Siwni, Bagratuni, and Arcruni.

Siwnik* became a particularly fecund place for cenobitic foundations in the late ninth and
early tenth century, as the local princes vied to bolster their prestige in competition with one
another and the newly crowned Bagratuni monarchs. Among the monasteries established,
refounded, or enlarged in Siwnik " in this period, mention could be made of Sotagay vank",'7®
founded ca. 885 on the southwestern shore of Lake Sewan in Getak ‘unik® and Vanevanay
vank,!”” founded — or, perhaps, expanded/refounded — in 903 in the same district on the
southern shore of Lake Sewan.!”® Tat‘ewi vank ', enlarged already in 839, had its spiritual
prestige bolstered even more with the discovery of a piece of the True Cross and a reliquary
commissioned to house it bestowed upon the monastery in 881.!7° A number of important relics
were also housed there contributing to its unparalleled prestige in the region established by the
late ninth/early tenth century.!® The construction of the main church, the kat ‘ofike, was begun in
895 and completed in 906 in grand ceremony,'®! and expansion of its estate holdings increased
throughout the tenth century, as Siwni princes lavishly endowed it in an effort to make it their

new spiritual center to compete with the rising influence of the monastery of Sewan (and in the

175 Maksoudian, “A Note on the Monasteries,” 213—14; Mahé, Grégoire de Narek; Tragédie, 8-9; Pogossian,
“Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 185-86.

176 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 809, p. 143.

177 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 712, p. 126.

178 Maksoudian, “A Note on the Monasteries,” 213. For the location of these two monasteries, see Hewsen,
Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 91, p. 115.

179 This actually became the third piece of the True Cross owned by the monastery. See Pogossian, “Relics, Rulers,
Patronage,” 161.

180 Pogossian, “Relics, Rulers, Patronage,” 159-62.

181 The list of attendees reads like a who’s who of early tenth century political and religious nobility. See Pogossian,
“Relics, Rulers, Patronage,” 161-62.
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wake of the decline of Mak ‘enoc ‘), which was under Bagratuni patronage.'®? Also in Siwnik,
Xotakerac® (K ‘arkop ‘i vank ‘'*%) was founded in the late ninth or early tenth century,
Vahannavank !%4in 911, Gndevank ‘'*° in 936, and C ‘axac 'k ‘ari vank ‘'® in the second quarter of
the tenth century in the district of Vayoc* Jor.!%’

After Sewanay vank', monastic foundations and building activity continued apace in the
Bagratid realm. Mention could be made of Kamrjajor vank‘ (Zora vank),!8® founded in the
seventh century and refounded/enlarged in the second quarter of the tenth century, and
Kapoytak ‘ari vank‘,'3? founded ca. 950, both of them in the district of ArSarunik" in the south of
Bagratid Armenia during the reign of Abas I Bagratuni (r. 929 — 953).!%° Also during the reign of
Abas, in the district of Sirak in the heart of Bagratid Armenia, Hofomos Monastery'®! was
founded ca. 930 not far from the future Bagratid capital of Ani and in the same district
Dprevank ‘2 was enlarged in the same period.!® The significant foundations in the western

spheres of Bagratid influence include S. Grigor of Xlajor!* ca. 930 in the district of Derjan,

182 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 209—11; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 94, p.
118.

183 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 644, p. 115.

184 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 704, p. 125.

185 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 638, p. 114.

186 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 640, p. 115. See Step‘anos Taronec'i Asotik, Universal
History 117, MH 15:752.34, tr. Greenwood, 22. French translation in Mahé, Gregoire de Narek; Tragédie, 12.

187 Maksoudian, “A Note on the Monasteries,” 213; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 94, p. 118.

188 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 317, p. 59.

189 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 318, p. 60.

190 See Universal History 1117, MH 15:750-54.19-56, tr.Greenwood, 224-30. French translation in Mahé, Grégoire
de Narek; Tragédie, 9-13.

191 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 313, p. 59. On this monastery, see Vardanyan, Horomos
Monastery.

192 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 975, p. 173. A monastic community had existed there at least
as early as the seventh century.

193 Step ‘anos Tardnec i Asotik, Universal History 1117, MH 15:751-52.25-3, tr. Greenwood, Universal History,
225-27. French translation in Mah¢, Grégoire de Narek; Tragédie, 9—12.

194 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 199, p. 38.
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Karmir Vank,!> in 936 in the village of Hinjk‘ in the district of Karin, and Movsisavank ‘1% (8.
Georg of Xulg, Xulevank ‘) refounded around the same time in the district of Karberd
(Xarberd).!®” Abas’ successor, ASot III Oformac ‘The Merciful’ (r. 953 — 977), continued the
ambitious program of religious building, notably with two important monastic centers founded in
the northeastern region of Bagratid Armenia in the district of Loti, Sanahin'®® in 965 and
Hatbat!®® in 966.2°° Not far to the south, Hatarjin?! was established in 966. In the late tenth and
throughout the eleventh century, Sanahin and Hatbat formed the spiritual center of the
Kiwrikeans, a Bagratid line that established and ruled over the kingdom of Loti-TasSir (Tasir-
Joraget).?%2 This pattern of heightened building activity continued until the later stages of the
Byzantine expansion and Seljuk invasions of the eleventh century.

A recent study by Zaroui Pogossian has drawn attention to several of the factors at play in
the foundation of Sewanavank‘ and how it is paradigmatic of the way in which monasteries in

203 Thus, a closer look will be helpful

the period were used to bolster a family’s regional prestige.
for understanding the foundation of Narekavank" in light of these broader regional processes.

The project was a joint venture between the Bagratuni house — with the involvement of

ASot and his daughter Mariam, widow of the Siwni prince of Getak unik (also spelled

195 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 212, p. 40; Oskean, Bardzr Hayk i Vank ‘eré, 125-40.

196 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 119, p. 24.

197 Step “anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:751-52.28-34, tr. Greenwood, 226-27. French translation
in Mahé¢, Grégoire de Narek; Tragédie, 11-12. This monastery was in fact in the confines of the Byzantine Empire
at the time of its founding. See Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 209. But since its founder Movses was
from the district of Tardn, which was then still a Bagratid principality, it is appropriate to consider it here.

198 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 758, p. 134. See Ghalpakhtchian, /I complesso monastic di
Sanahin.

199 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 760, p. 135. See Mnats ‘akanyan, I/ complesso monastic di
Haghbat.

200 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.8, MH 15:755.1-8, tr. Greenwood, 231-32.

201 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 631, p. 121.

202 Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, p. 114, map 95, p. 119.

203 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan.”
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Getark ‘unik ‘) Vasak Gabui — and the Siwni nobility of Gelak ‘unik'.2°* The Siwni, as
mentioned, were one of the most prominent naxarardoms of the late ninth to early eleventh
centuries, of third importance in the period after the Bagratuni and Arcruni. Long known for
secessionist tendencies, an autonomous Siwni kingdom would be established about a century
later. In the current phase of relations, the Bagratuni were seeking to make ties with Siwni
nobility, while also looking to extend their influence across the Armenian realm. In this regard,
there was a geographic importance to the location of the monastery (the northwestern portion of
Lake Sewan) in light of the power politics at play in the period. Getak ‘unik’, which included
Lake Sewan, was the Siwni border district separating the Siwni heartland located to the South
and East from Bagratid territory to the North and West.?*> A monastic foundation was one
among other soft power strategies, including relic patronage and marriage alliances with other
prominent Armenian noble families, especially the Siwni and Arcruni, that the Bagratids
employed in an effort to extend their influence.?%

Siwnik‘, as mentioned, already had its own important monastic centers, including the
renowned monastery of Mak ‘enoc’ (Mak ‘enoc‘ac’ vank )**7 also located in Getak ‘unik to the
southeast of Lake Sewan and so further from the Bagratuni realm, and the rising monastic center
of Tat‘ew (Tat'ew vank),2%® even further to the South and East in Siwnik ‘.2 Such spiritual

centers brought prestige and were sources of soft power for the Siwni nobles who patronized

204 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 185-86.

205 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 186-87; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 87, p.
111.

206 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 187-91.

207 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 768, p. 136.

208 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 666, p. 119.

209 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 193; 208—13; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map
105, p. 125.

108



them, helping to bolster their rule and legitimacy vis-a-vis their competitive peers. Founding the
monastery at Sewan was a way for the Bagratunis to compete with these other religious centers
in Siwnik‘, which could only work effectively if Sewanay vank® became a renowned center in its
own right, to rival the prestige of Mak‘enoc’ and later Tat‘ew. The motivation for the local Siwni
prince of Getak ‘unik‘ to have such an illustrious monastery in one’s own district, was of course
that it would give him a boost in his more local competition with rival Siwni princes to the South
and East.

In order to bolster the prestige of the monastery of Sewan vis-a-vis the monasteries of
Mak ‘enoc’ and Tat‘ew, the Bagratuni sought to enhance it through both economic and spiritual
means. The Bagratunis provided for the economic security of the monastery by making
significant endowments to it. These donations included five villages on the banks of Lake
Sewan, privileges to the prime hunting location of Kfakcin, and vineyards in Gatni, Erevan, and
elsewhere.?!° Furthermore, the monastery was located not far from one of the important trade
routes of this period, the one connecting Dabil/Duin with Bardh‘a/Partaw, and thus its own
positioning as well as that of its endowed holdings likely meant that it benefited economically
from the increased traffic and business in the area.?!! Perhaps just as significant was its location
on an island, which would have protected it from plundering and attacks, like how Gagik chose
Att"amar to build his great palace and church. The remote nature of the island monastery also of
course made it a fit venue for spiritual activity.

They bestowed spiritual prestige upon it in a number of ways, first of all through the

donation of relics and precious objects. During a visit in 882, the prince of princes ASot

210 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 203.
211 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 204—08.
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bestowed upon the monastery a Byzantine cross luxuriously clad in gold and precious stones,
which had been given to him by Emperor Basil 1.2!2 As with the Arcruni examples mentioned
above, precious objects such as these as well as relics of saints or fragments of the True Cross
were important tools in heightening the spiritual prestige of a church or monastery. This would in
turn reflect positively on the ruler who bestowed the gift and could be used to secure or assert
political influence over a territory. It also promoted pilgrimage and thus would generate income,
for example in the form of pilgrim donations for prayers or the sponsorship of liturgies to be said
in their name at the site.

Next, they convinced one of the most celebrated holy men of the day, an ascetic named
Mastoc*, to become the monastery’s first abbot.?!* Mastoc* was from a family of priestly
pedigree, and was himself educated in the renowned monastery of Mak ‘enoc’, who had then
lived an ascetic life of the prestigious anchoretic variety for thirty-three years, becoming
renowned after the Near Eastern pattern of eremitic holy men,?!* before becoming abbot of the
monastery of Sewan at age sixty.?!> This is the same Ma$toc‘ who became catholicos at the end
of his life (897-898), through the influence of Bagratuni King Smbat. Apart from the interlude of
Arcruni influence, it is striking how connected the monastery of Sewanavank® was to the
catholical throne in this period. Three more monks issuing from the monastery of Sewan or with
close connection to Mastoc" attained the position of catholicos after him: Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc‘i “the Historian” (sed. 898 — 924), who was probably educated by Mastoc*

himself, Step‘anos III Sewanci (sed. 970 — 972/3), who was one-time abbot of the monastery of

212 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 186, 197, 203.

213 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 192-201.

214 See the classic article on the topic, Brown, “Rise and Function of the Holy Man.”
215 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 193.

110



Sewan, and Sargis Sewanc i (sed. 992 —1019).2!® Other prominent clerics and bishops also issued
from the monastery.?!’

The spiritual prestige of a monastery was thus manifested not only in precious objects
and relics of the holy dead but in the bodies of the holy men associated with the monastery. One
of the features that marks Step ‘anos Taronec‘i’s description of religious life in this period is the
close association he makes between ascetics, virtuous abbots, and learned vardapets with each of
the monastic foundations he describes, such as Yovhannés, Polykarpos, and Samuél with
Kamrjajor, Yovhannés with Horfomos, and Sion with S. Grigor of Xlajor, to cite just a few
examples.?!® In a striking passage, after detailing the famous holy men, ascetics, and vardapets
of the age, Step‘anos gives a glimpse of the profound impression they left upon him personally:
“In our youth we saw some of these in their old age with our own eyes, tasting the sweet delights
of their words.”?!? Step ‘anos had personally met some of the men of the age he chronicles and
the great monasteries in which they lived, and also heard tales about their founding from older
monastics he knew. In this passage, we get a glimpse of the kind of spiritual influence and power
that was located in the bodies of the holy men that populated the new cenobitic structures,
transferring their sanctity to those spaces.

Returning to Narek in light of these paradigmatic exempla, one can see how King
Gagik’s arranging for the relocation of Anania and Petros from monasteries in Bagratid Armenia

to the newly established Narekavank® in Vaspurakan nearby the political and ecclesiastical

216 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 199.

217 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 199-200.

218 See Universal History 111.7, MH 15:750-54.19-56, tr. Greenwood, 224-30. French translation in Mahé, Grégoire
de Narek; Tragédie, 9-13.

20 Qudwiin fr unguissh fp Shpne[Flu fuplutig’ p g lob dbpred wbop wgup dkpp’ Sugulilynd frpunggp
ﬁluzlul[ulg Flufl[lg Lnglu: Universal HiSfOl’y III7, MH 1575453, tr. GreenWOOd, 229.
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capital of Ostan and Att*amar, could have been perceived as a kind of spiritual theft from the
Bagratids. It is also of course possible that Anania was encouraged or persuaded to come to
Vaspurakan because of his family connection with the influential tenth-century bishop of
Anjewac‘ik’ in Vaspurakan, Xosrov. Anania’s paternal cousin was married to Xosrov, before he
was ordained bishop. Moving to Narek, of course, must also have been an appealing
advancement or promotion for two early career vardapets such as Petros and Anania. Coming to
lead a newly established monastery right near the current ecclesiastical and political capital of
Armenia would have meant access to unparalleled resources put at their disposal in order to build
up the monastery into a flourishing center of intellectual and spiritual activity. This would have
involved the ability to acquire or arrange for the copying of many manuscripts to fill the
monastery’s library. Judging from the works available to Anania and Grigor, who was sent as a
child to the monastery shortly after his mother’s death, the library was soon built up to include

all the most important philosophical and patristic works available in Armenian.??°

THE FOUNDATION OF NAREKAVANK ‘: THE AGENTS AND THE DATE
It is sometimes stated in contemporary scholarly discourse on the topic that Anania
founded Narek monastery.??! It is important to distinguish two types of founding — arranging
the financial backing and endowment for the monastery and building its infrastructure on the one
hand and instituting and directing its material, spiritual, liturgical, and intellectual affairs on the
other. The former belongs to the naxarar dynasts and the latter to the abbots. As for Narek, as I

have attempted to demonstrate in this study, the idea to found Narek monastery likely came from

220 For an idea of the kind of texts available to Anania’s protégé Grigor, see, Terian, “Gregory of Narek,” 280-83.
221 See, for example, Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 515.
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King Gagik himself and was funded and built at his order to be a spiritual center near his
political and ecclesiastical capital. Responsibility for the latter, like in the case above with
Yovhannés at Mahfast, fell to Anania in his role as the monastery’s first abbot. The vark "
corroborates this latter point: “And when many monks had gathered into the monastery, then
they constrained him and appointed him as leader of the holy congregation to regulate the
brothers according to his knowledge and prudence.”??? In this sense, he was the monastery’s
spiritual founder, but it is important to also note that he was likely not the one who made the
decision to have it built. That was most likely accomplished through the vision and resources of
the Arcruni king, Gagik.

The foundation of Narekavank® can thus be interpreted as part of a coordinated effort of
Gagik Arcruni to consolidate Armenian political, ecclesiastical, and cultural capital around the
domain of R3tunik‘ in Vaspurakan, representing the spiritual and intellectual side of this matrix.
Narek was founded after the building of the palace and Church of the Holy Cross and the
relocation of the catholicate to Alt'amar, which events took place in the 910s—920s. Founding
Narek meant establishing a major new monastic and spiritual center near Att"amar — not just
building up and expanding ones formerly founded and patronized by other southern houses as
was the case with Hogeac* Vank' in Anjewac ik‘ or Varag monastery in R§tunik‘ — and thus in
the heart of Arcruni Vaspurakan to add spiritual prestige and influence to the political and
ecclesiastical capital. The building of a new spiritual center just a few kilometers from Alt‘amar
Island by two prestigious vardapets would have united a powerful spiritual center to the

ecclesiastical and political center already established on Att*amar in the persons of the catholicoi

222 118 [1 d'"lznl[[ll Fuullflug lf[lulil&lllilg. [1 l[ulilllil 4u1[1[[lnul zliuu l[luﬂnl_g[lil lun_luzfln["} u[nL[I]F nl_[umlﬁl [[lupl[lu:.n[rbl
zllanLu[iuil [ Ll,[nnnl_ﬁb[lufl] |7 [y [un4[ﬂfnl_ﬂb[uﬁl] [1L[1I1J.' Yaysmawurk ‘, M 7359, 183r.
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and King Gagik. Inviting two famous vardapets, Anania and Petros, who before were residing
southern Bagratid districts, is a further example of the way in which Gagik co-opted resources
and institutions from the Bagratid realm and patronized or sponsored their relocation and
residence in close proximity to his political center.

I emphasize this at length because a strand of previous scholarship has ascribed the
agency of founding Narek monastery not to the joint cooperation of King Gagik with Anania and
Petros but instead to Armenian monks fleeing Byzantine anti-miaphysite persecution during the
reign of Romanos I Lekapenos (r. 920-944). These monks are then said to have fled into the
Bagratid and Arcrunid realms and founded a numer of monasteries during the reign of Abas |
Bagratuni (r. 929-953), the most famous of which are listed by Step‘anos Tardonec‘i. As
observed in a study by Krikor Maksoudian, the dubious correlation between persecutions during
the reign of the Byzantine emperor and the founding of the monasteries mentioned in Tardnec'i’s
History seems to have its origin in the works of two thirteenth-century historians, Kirakos
Ganjakec‘i and Vardan Arewelc i, through a misreading of Taronec ‘i.2%3

The locus classicus for the foundation of monasteries in the tenth century is the Universal
History of Step‘anos Taronec ‘i (Asotik). Tardnec i’s History was completed in the year 1004/5
and presented to its commissioner, Catholicos Sargis Sewanc i (sed. 992/3 — 1019).2%* It is the
only contemporary history to provide details about the monastic foundations and famous monks
and vardapets of the period. In fact, Taronec'i devotes a great deal of attention to such subjects.

He was educated in a monastic community in his youth,??> and makes much of his personal

223 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries.”
224 Greenwood, Universal History, 1-7.
225 Greenwood, Universal History, 3-4.
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acquaintance with many of the famous monks and vardapets of the era.??° He also visited and
stayed in different monasteries in order to conduct the research necessary to compose his history.
The information he provides on monastic foundations of the period is thus generally reliable, in
many cases being based on first-hand experience.

The seventh and eighth chapters of his History include detailed information about a
number of monasteries founded in Armenia during the reigns of Bagratuni kings Abas I (929—
953) and Aot III Oformac ‘The Merciful’ (953 — 977).2%7 In the chapters, Taronec ‘i mentions
twelve different monasteries founded in the period, most of them in northern, western, and
eastern Armenia, Narek being the sole example from Vaspurakan. When it comes to narrating
events of the tenth century, Taronec ‘i tends to focus on events that concern the Bagratuni realms
and organizes his chronology based on the reigns of Bagratuni kings as well as the reigns of
catholicoi and Byzantine emperors. Therefore, it is not surprising that monasteries in Vaspurakan
are mostly absent, with Narekavank " alone receiving light coverage. The fact that Narekavank
was the only southern monastery mentioned by him signals its wide renown and also perhaps the
memory of Anania and Petros as monks who dwelt in monasteries in the Bagratuni realm before
they went south to Narek.

Nowhere in these chapters or elsewhere in his history does Taronec ‘i mention a
persecution of Armenian monks having taken place in the Byzantine Empire during the reign of
Emperor Romanos Lekapenos. In fact, one of the monasteries mentioned by Tardnec ‘i,

Movsisavank‘ (S. Georg of Xulé, Xulévank )**® was refounded in Karberd (Xarberd), which at

226 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:754.53, tr. Greenwood, 229.
227 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History I11.7-8, MH 15:749-58, tr. Greenwood, 222-36.
228 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 119, p. 24.
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the time was within the confines of the Byzantine Empire, something that would seemingly have
been impossible if there was a policy of persecution of non-Chalcedonian Armenian monks
instituted at that time.??° As Maksoudian noted, had there been a multitude of Armenian clergy
fleeing religious persecution in the 930s or 940s from the Byzantine Empire and involved in the
founding of the monasteries, Tardnec ‘i, “a staunch anti-Chalcedonian historian” would certainly
have mentioned it.2*° In later sections of his history, he spares no ink in discussing theological
controversies and ecclesiastical conflicts between the imperial and Armenian churches. As the
English translator of his history, historian Tim Greenwood has noted, Tardnec‘i’s history reveals
“a clear antipathy to Byzantium,” writing as he is in the wake of the ecclesiastical persecutions
of the late tenth century and the Byzantine expansion into western and central Armenia, where
Tardnec ‘i, as his nishah indicates, came from.?*! Nor is there any mention of such persecutions
during the reign of Lekapenos in any other Byzantine or Armenian historian or other source from
the period.?*?

In fact, the period following the synod of Sirakawan in 862/3, up until the renewal of
Byzantine political expansion into Armenian territory in the second half of the tenth century has
been noted by modern scholars as one of those rare periods of history that was generally marked
by positive relations between the Byzantine and Armenian churches.?** Evidence may be found
in the correspondence of King Gagik with the Patriarch of Constantinople Nicholas Mystikos

and Emperor Romanos Lekapenos, showing cooperative activity at the very time that such

229 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 209.

230 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 210.

21 Greenwood, Universal History, vii.

232 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 204.

233 On this council and its aftermath, see Maksoudian, “The Chalcedonian Issue;” Dorfmann-Lazarev, Christ in
Armenian Tradition, 293-313; idem, Arméniens et Byzantins a l'époque de Photius; Mahé, “L’église arménienne,”
490. See further the fifth chapter of the present study.
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persecutions were supposed to have taken place, as well as later evidence from the De
ceremoniis, revealing diplomatic relations between the Roman Emperor with the Armenian
kingdoms and princedoms up through the mid-tenth century.?3* The Syrian and Armenian
immigrants welcomed into the newly acquired territory of Cappadocia in this period, discussed
in the last chapter, is also indicative of the generally peaceable relations of the time. It is only in
the latter part of the tenth century that the sources indicate confessional tension in those regions,
which will be discussed in the fifth chapter.

As Maksoudian observed, the confusion seems to have arisen from Taronec‘1’s
description of the founding of the first monastery he mentioned, that of Kamrjajor in the district
of ArSarunik’ “[whose] leader was father Yovhann&s who had been expelled from the western
country, from the district of Egerac‘ik‘, by Chalcedonian man-confessing heretics who accepted
only the humanity of Christ.”?** It seems that the thirteenth-century historians mentioned above,
Kirakos Ganjakec‘i and Vardan Arewelc‘i, were unfamiliar with the location Egerac‘ik*, and
taking their clues from the phrase “western country” had supposed it to be a province of the
Byzantine Empire. Thus, Kirakos writes:

And after him Romanos [became emperor]. He persecuted all the Armenian clergy and

priests who were in the land of the Greeks, since they did not accept the doctrine of

Chalcedon. And coming to the land of Armenia at the time of Abas son of Smbat, they

established monasteries: Kamrjajor, Kaputk ‘ar in the district of Aréarurvlik‘, and the

renowned monastery called Hofomos, and Dprevank® in the district of Sirak. They also

built a church in the name of the All Holy Theotokos in the monastery called Sanahin
within the confines of the city of Loi€. And since the elders were called hofomoc* erec

234 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbors,” 354-55; Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 204. For the
correspondence, see Nicholas Mystikos, Letters, no. 139, pp. 44651, Book of Letters—I, 295-301; Book of Letters—
2, 540-49. For the relevant passage in the De ceremoniis, see Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, De ceremoniis
aulae Byzantinae 11.48. For an updated Greek edition and extensive analysis, see Martin-Hisard, “Constantinople et
les archontes.”

2 oy wr i Susgp @il Sustilibu, np Suspud by guip b by wgfop S, G bpugeng quan b, b
'guull[bll,nfuul[uﬁl lfulpllJllllJllLulil lullluful,ﬁgil: Step‘anos Tar(')nec‘i, Universal HiStOl’y III7, MH 15:750. 19, tr.
Greenwood, Universal History, 224.
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[“elders of the Greeks™], the one monastery in Sirak was named Hofomoc' monastery,
which is still to this day called Horomec ‘i monastery.23

Vardan Arewelc‘i’s passage is similar and reads as follows:
At his [King Abas’s] time a large multitude of clerics who were driven out of the land of
the Greeks for their orthodoxy came to our land [where] they built many monasteries:
first Kamrjajor, and then the monastery called Hofomos, presumably because they came
from the regions of the Greeks, and the Dpravank'. The Holy Theotokos [Church] at
Sanahin is said to have been built by them.?*’
The two historians were contemporaries and schoolmates, and thus likely familiar with one
another’s work — it seems Vardan’s was completed prior to that of Kirakos” — which explains
the close correlation between these two passages.?*® All these monasteries were among those
mentioned above by the tenth/eleventh-century historian Step‘anos Tardnec‘i, and so it is evident
that they are using Tardneci’s history as their source here, especially since no other known
source of the time includes such details about the foundation of monasteries. Egerac‘ik‘, which
the two historians seem to have presumed was located in Byzantine territory, in fact is in western
Iberia, which at the time was part of the kingdom of Abasgia/Abkhazia, where Christological

conflicts took place between Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians during the reign of King

Abas Bagratuni and the Abasgian prince Bér, as mentioned in an earlier part of the same chapter

236 Translation modified from Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 205-06. [/Fnifusiinu] 4uiyudbug gusdbiiugh
fpotmurnpu b gpulwtiugu Sugnyg, npp §fib jusyfuusp$pls Snnnidng, qp n's Swcallbyguts quewbine [Foull
Runglbiprisp: G blybuy jusgfpumspln Guyng guenepu Ypwg, npgeny Udponnug, Swmuinbghl fubnpoge’
qYyuidpQudnp, be qYugneinpup pquwn s Upgupncibug, be gén gulutncid Sonndnufi nglybug Julp, b
g hugpbfurtip p & sty s . bl be bbbyl df oo wt e pp G asu T f ofusiph, np hngh
Yurioas i, fp v obusios Lon s pusrgunpl, b gp hngh s ghppgme s Smm kg bpky, wiineubibgp qulfy fursiph, np f
Z‘;”'"”“ Snnndng fubip, np guipny beu wafs Grnndbgh fubp: Kirakos Ganjakeci, History of Armenia, 84-85.
Translated in Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 206. p unpuw wencpu grgd purgdncfFfulip hpolimenpuyg
Surusdbuayp *fp G g wyfmup S uwlp neqqupunn Flats, bl gugfusplo Sep o ffubgpy jognd fuiinpog:
Vurpu glyudpusdnp, be wogqu génmndnupl hnghghwy Jubip, npubu [#5°h dnnndng jngdulgh byf, b
q’)‘lliﬂwl[ﬂl’le’l ’[1 71!15111714‘ wukl zjﬁlblul LlUuliuu471[lil unLpp aumnl_w&wa'lﬁlfl: Vardan Arewelc‘i, Compilation Of
Armenian History, 88
238 One of them was likely dependent upon the other or they may have had a shared source for the passage in
question. See Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 205-06.
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of Tardnec ‘i’s History that describes the foundation of monasteries.?3° It seems then that due to
Kirakos and Vardan’s unfamiliarity with the region of Egerac ik’ and their misunderstanding of
the reference of “western country” coupled with the fact that ecclesiastical conflict between the
Armenian and imperial church surfaced in the latter half of the tenth century — on which more
in chapter five — they assumed that Yovhannés, abbot of Kamrjajor, had fled from Byzantine
territory due to anti-miaphysite persecutions there. Then they must have assumed the same
circumstances were at play in the founding of the other monasteries in the period. Kirakos and
Vardan likewise claimed that the origin of the name of the renowned Hofomos monastery was
due to the fact that its founders were Roman priests/elders (horomoc * eric ‘unk ). This view was
questioned by Maksoudian, who called it a folk etymology.?*

Vardan and Kirakos’ misinterpretation entered modern historiography first in the
monumental three-volume History of Armenia, written by the Mkhit arist monk and father of
modern Armenian history Mik‘ay€l Ch‘amch ‘ean, published between 1774—1776, and modern
scholarship has frequently repeated this view.2*! As Maksoudian notes, Ch‘amch‘ean sometimes
failed to distinguish premodern primary from secondary sources, and thus, in some cases, instead
of favoring the most reliable primary source (in this case Taronec‘i’s History) attempted to
synthesize the different and at times contradictory information arising in historians of later
periods (in this case, Vardan’s and Kirakos’ histories) with earlier, more reliable ones.?*? In the

section of his History that treats the foundation of monasteries during the reign of King Abas,

239 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 211-12.

20 ke gp hrgh s glpfgnciod Snnndag bply, winclilkghh gdf Jubph, ap p Cppul’ §nnndag fubp: Kirakos
Ganjakec'i, History of Armenia, 85. See Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 206.

241 T will mention some of the most significant studies that played a part in the general acceptance of Kirakos’ and
Vardan’s erroneous claim.

242 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 205. For a critical assessment of Ch‘amch ‘ean’s historiographical
methodology, see Nichanian, “Enlightenment and Historical Thoughts.”
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Ch‘amch‘ean thus includes the thirteenth-century claim that monks persecuted by the Byzantines
came to Armenia and built the monasteries, likewise singling out Horomos in this regard, and
repeating the etymology mentioned above.?** Motivated either by the same source — or perhaps
by the evidence that there seems to have been knowledge of Greek at the monastery, as
evidenced in the works of Anania and Grigor?** — Ch‘amch‘ean makes the claim that some of
the monks who gathered at Narek had been educated in the eastern regions of the Byzantine
Empire and trained in (Greek) philosophy.2** This seems to be a compelling possibility, to which
I will return below.

One of the characteristics of Ch'amch‘ean’s History is to include in the margin of each
section a date as to when the events he is describing occurs. In many cases, this is little more
than a general approximation. As for the founding of Narek monastery, there is a marginal date
of 935. This date became a mainstay in the literature on the founding of Narek monastery, even
though the date has never been justified or argued for. It seems to have been an estimation due to

the dates of Emperor Romanos I Lekapenos’ reign (920-944) and that of King Abas I (929-953),
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244 On knowledge of Greek at the monastery, specifically regarding Anania and Grigor, see Yarnley, “Armenian
Philhellenes;” Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 250-51. On Xosrov Anjewac‘i’s (Grigor’s father’s) knowledge of
Greek, see Cowe, “Introduction” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 6-9, 71.
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sfifiy frurisfrusgne [FE[w®]: Ch'amchean, Patmut'iwn Hayots®, 2:824. Neither Kirakos nor Vardan mentioned the
founding of Narek monastery in their brief summaries of the monastic foundations in this period.

120



and perhaps also because Narek monastery is mentioned rather early (third) in the sequence of
monasteries mentioned by Step ‘anos Taronec i in his History.>*®

From Ch‘amch ean onwards, the connection of the founding of Narek (and the other
monasteries mentioned by Asotik in this period) with Byzantine persecution and non-
Chalcedonian monks fleeing into the Armenian realm and also the date of the founding of Narek
monastery at 935 came generally to be repeated unquestioned in most subsequent secondary
literature on the topic. I will mention some of the most significant and oft-cited studies in this
regard. In 1819, Jean Saint-Martin, provided 935 as the date of the founding of Narek monastery,
likely plucking the date out of the margin of Ch‘amch‘ean’s History, and without providing any
explanation or justification for so doing.?*” The Mkhit‘arist monk Ghukas Inchichean in his
Description of Ancient Armenia published in 1822, associated the founding of Narek monastery
with the relocation of monks persecuted by the Byzantines.>*®

In the early twentieth century, Maghak ‘ia Ormanean, in his monumental National
History, cited the alleged Chalcedonian persecutions ordered by Emperor Romanos Lekapenos
and the subsequent fleeing of monks from the Empire into Armenian territory as a primary cause

for the new monastic foundations and general monastic flourishing of that era.?*> Ormanean does

246 Tt is possible that Ch‘amch ean supposed Asotik’s list was roughly chronological. For the founding of the first
and second monasteries listed by Asotik, Kamrjajor and Hofomos, the date in the margin is 934. For Narek and
some of the following ones, the date moves to 935. See Ch‘amch‘ean, Patmut'iwn Hayots*, 2:823-24.

247 Saint-Martin, Mémoires historiques et géographiques, 2:428-49, 466, n. 93.
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not give hard and fast dates for the founding of most of the monasteries in this era — including
Narek — because dates are absent in the relevant ancient sources (Step ‘anos Tardnec'i’s
Universal History), but he suggests that most were probably (re)founded and expanded during
the active catholical reign of Anania Mokac‘i (941/2 — ca. 965/6), as opposed to his more
reclusive Rstuni predecessors.>** Ormanean organized his History according to the reigns of
catholicoi, and in some cases gave excessive agency to catholicoi in the development of historic
events. There is in fact no evidence that catholicoi were major actors in the foundation of
monasteries in this period. Thus, whether they are remembered in history as strong figures or less
active ones has no bearing on the question. As regards the founding and regulation of the
monasteries, the primary sources mention naxarar dynasts on the one hand and monastics on the
other. Therefore, agency for the founding of most monasteries of the period should be looked for
from these classes of society and not in the person of or through the initiative of the catholicos.
In his translation of the Universal History of Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Frédéric Macler also
gave the date 935, citing the work of Saint-Martin mentioned above.?*! Hamazasp Oskean
likewise mentions the persecutions of Armenian monks by the Byzantines as a precipitating

cause for the foundation of Narek monastery, as also others founded in the same period.?>?
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230 Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1:1084, §746, 1:1101, §759.

251 Macler, Etienne Asolik, 30 n. 7.
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Hrach‘ya T amrazyan, in the only monograph dedicated to Anania’s life and works, repeats the
above information, asserting that the founding of Narek monastery — as also the other
monasteries cited by Step ‘anos Tardonec ‘i — was linked to the persecutions of Emperor Romanos
Lekapenos and the immigration of non-Chalcedonian monks to Armenia, and likewise estimated
that Narekavank * was founded in the 930s, citing Saint-Martin for the 935 date.?>3 In 1989, Jean-
Michel Thierry also attributed the founding of Narek monastery to monks fleeing Byzantine
territory due to persecutions, and said that the monastery was founded in the second half of the
tenth century, citing Macler as well as Saint-Martin’s date of 935.2>* The oft-cited date of 935 for
the foundation of Narek monastery has not otherwise been investigated or justified, even when it
has been recognized that it is an approximation.?>

Most scholarship after Maksoudian has followed him in his suggestion that rather than a
result of monks fleeing persecution from Byzantine territory, the foundation of the monasteries
mentioned by Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i was part of a lengthier process that begins with the founding

of the monastery of Sewan in 874, and that agency for the founding of these monasteries belongs
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smunly swin s mgy qupdnedp: Yunnegnebghh pugduffe Jubphp, $fulincbglfi dbS @ dpopoindpiidp,
npntip wyy Fudwlulyfg frofbp Sy qpgncFluts be dunblngpn s §Eunpniikbp quopdut: Uyg guiunp
Jusbipbpfs [Fricfis b wunluibined QudpQudnpp, Snnndnup fubpbpp, Fogpbfubpp, Gupllog, Uwbudip,
Suwnpunnfs Juhpkpp: T amrazyan, “Anania Narekats‘i,” in MH 10:313. In his 1986 monograph, T amrazyan had
said it was likely founded in the 940s (T ‘amrazyan, Anania Narekac i, 26), which was apparently a typo, because
that date was corrected to the 930s in his later publications that essentially reproduced the same material from the
monograph, as cited here and in T amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:118.

254 La foundation du couvent de Narek est le fait d’un groupe de moines fuyant les terres byzantines ou sévissaient
les persécutions chalcédoniennes. Cette migration eut lieu dans le second quart du X¢ s. Thierry, Monuments
arméniens, 327. In note 146 on the same page, he cites Macler and Saint-Martin for the 935 date.

255 Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 40; Mahé, Histoire de I’Arménie, 160; Greenwood, Universal History, 225
n. 111; Papazian, Doctor of Mercy, 70.
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to “local vardapets and priests who established new monasteries with the help of members of the
royal house and feudal clans,” beginning with the monastery of Sewan (Sewanay vank ‘) between
871-874,2°¢ a joint Bagratuni and Siwni venture, and continuing through the tenth and into the
mid-eleventh century.?” As such, it correlates with the period of the autonomous Armenian
princedoms and kingdoms during a period of greater economic flourishing in Armenia. The
foundation of the monasteries are closely tied to the activities of the primary princely families of
the era, the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and Siwni. This view has been advanced in multiple recent
studies.?®

Nevertheless, the idea of Armenian monks fleeing Byzantine persecution in Cappadocia
and founding the monasteries mentioned by Tardnec ‘i has persisted in some recent studies.>>’
For example, in a recent book devoted to Hofomos monastery, Karen Matevosyan claims that the
etymology of the monastery, which Maksoudian claimed was nothing more than a folk
etymology, is probably valid and thus indeed would attest to the fact that monks did come from
Byzantine (East Roman) territory.2®® This view is not without merit, and I would like to propose
a modified version of it.

As argued above, the evidence points against the idea that miaphysite monks fled anti-

miaphysite persecution and founded monasteries (the agency for the founding should be left to

236 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 728, p. 129. On the circumstances surrounding the foundation
of this monastery, see Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan.”

257 Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 212—-14.

258 Mah¢, “L’église arménienne,” 514; Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 8—13; Garsoian and Thierry,
“L’indépendance retrouvée,” 257; Pogossian, “Foundation of the Moanstery of Sevan;” Pogossian, “Locating
Religion, Controlling Territory;” Greenwood, Universal History, 224 n. 103. An exception is Terian, “Gregory of
Narek,” 281.

259 See, for example, this view asserted by Karen Matevosyan in regard to Horomos monastery in Vardanyan,
Horomos Monastery, 20-21 and a similar view expressed by Terian in regard to Narek monastery in Terian, Festal
Works, xviii, n. 4; idem, “Gregory of Narek,” 281. Both scholars are aware of Maksoudian’s study.

260 Vardanyan, Horomos Monastery, 21.
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the local lords and vardapets). That, however, does not mean that monks did not come from the
Byzantine Empire into Armenia in this period. As mentioned in the previous chapter, this was a
time of shifting borders and population movements. The Byzantine expansion eastwards in this
period entailed the movement of peoples and the intermingling of Byzantines, Armenians, and
Syrians in the eastern portions of the expanding Byzantine empire. As discussed in the previous
chapter, Basil I reconquered Sebasteia in 911 and during the reign of Leo VI (886-912), it was
incorporated into the empire as a theme. During the reign of Romanos Lekapenos (920-944), the
Byzantines captured Melitené and took control of eastern Cappadocia. Two of the raids of
Emperor Romanos’ Armeno-Byzantine general John Kourkouas reached as far as Duin, in 922
and 928/9. Armenians and Syrians formed a major part of those who settled these newly
reconquered territories and thus contact and communication between Armenians and Byzantines
picked up in this period. It is not hard to imagine, or at all unlikely, that with the increased
mixing of peoples due to the moving populations, shifting borders, and reopened trade routes
connecting Armenia with the Byzantine empire, that monks would have gone from the eastern
Byzantine Empire to Armenia or vice versa. Such monks, whether or not they were involved in
some way in founding — at least would have contributed to the flourishing of monasteries in this
period, perhaps bringing with them Greek texts to enrich the monastic libraries and intellectual-
spiritual life. They may have been attracted to the vibrant monastic life and building activity in
the Armenian realms in this period, or even have been invited to join certain monasteries. The
memory of this could indeed be transmitted in the name of Hofomos monastery and perhaps

even in the thirteenth-century histories of Kirakos and Vardan.?®! Another possibility, which is

261 Vardanyan, Horomos Monastery, 21.
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not mutually exclusive with the point just mentioned, is that miaphysite monks fled from
Sebasteia/Cappadocia during the 960s—980s, during the Chalcedonian persecutions that took
place there in that time, mentioned in the previous chapter and in the context of which Anania
penned his Root of Faith. Such monks may indeed have taken refuge in monasteries under the
patronage of Bagratuni, Arcruni, or Siwni dynasts. It is possible as well that some came to
Narek. Anania and Grigor’s familiarity with Greek and Greek works never known to have been
translated to Armenian, if not evidence for the presence of such monks, would at least have made
Narek a welcome place for them.

As for the date of Narek’s founding, precision does not seem possible. Step‘anos
Taronec ‘i mentions its founding during the period covering the reign of Abas I (929-953).2¢2
Therefore, this is a preliminary range for the founding of Kamrjajor, Hofomos, Narek, and the
others that he mentions. If Tardnec i lists the monasteries in chronological order by founding
date — he certainly does not list them according to any kind of geographical scheme?®? — then
Narek would be third on a list of nine. However, it is unclear whether the list is meant to be
comprehensive or simply representative — i.e., mentioning only the most famous monasteries —
and also whether it is arranged chronologically or by means of some other order, or none at all.
One might suggest that it is chronological based on the fact that Taronec‘i seems to signal out

Kamrjajor as the first to be built, and the rest then followed after it in chronological order.?%* But

this is mere conjecture. It is in fact common to not have precise details about the founding date

262 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:749-64, tr. Greenwood, 222-31.

263 See Greenwood, Universal History, 227 n. 124.

264 Lw[u Lun_luzlﬁl‘ Lfbé'luCﬂ.Zlu[l nL[lJlllil lluuf[iflu&n[rn', [1 zl,uu_lun_[ﬁl a[iz_lulnnjlb:ug: “The first [WaS] the very
renowned community of Kamrjajor in the district of ArSarunik.” 264 Step ‘anos Tardnec i, Universal History 111.7,
MH 15:750.19, tr. Greenwood, 224. However, it may be that he is simply rhetorically saying that it is first of those
he is going to list, and not the first to be founded chronologically.
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of monasteries from this period. When precise dates do exist, they are usually found as epigraphs
engraved on the building in question, or from colophons commemorating the donation of some
gift or endowment to the monastery.2%> No such source is forthcoming as regards Narek
monastery. In cases like this, where no inscription or work is devoted to the purpose, then dates
can only be approximate. In most cases, the specific date of a monastery’s foundation was not
perceived to be as important as the identity of the founder or first abbot and the authority and
prestige accrued to the monastery by him as well as subsequent generations of holy men and
intellectual leaders.

Just before Step ‘anos begins the section dedicated to monastic foundations, he signals
that Anania Mokac‘i (941/2 — ca. 965/6) was catholicos at the time.2%® This may refer first of all
to what happened earlier in the chapter — the Chalcedonian conflicts involving Bér and the
Abkhazians — but it may also be meant to signal the time of the monastic foundations. Right
after mentioning the reign of Anania Mokac ‘i, Step ‘anos continues, “In this time the order of
monastic institutions flourished and shone in this country of Armenia, and in several places
monasteries were built and those united in their love for Christ came together.”?” Does the “in
this time” refer to Abas’ reign, to Anania’s Mokac‘i’s catholical reign, or perhaps to those years
of Abas’ reign that overlapped with the years Anania was catholicos? It seems impossible to say

with certainty. If the latter, then this would provide a more limited range of 941/2-953. Some

265 Both kinds of sources exist in the case of Sevan. See Pogossian, “The Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,”
185n. 12.

26 Quigune dudulimlyme bp gufdnn Swgpugbun ol Skp Uibifun, wd EubpQuibiply uppn[fhudp
ghpmmunncbuy, pupkyinpd fipng f fSwlkngy: <At this time lord Anania was on the throne of the patriarchate,
revered for his holiness and cherished for his grace by his flock.” Step‘anos Taronec i, Universal History 111.7, MH
15:750.16, tr. Greenwood, 224.
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Tardnec ‘i, Universal History I11.7, MH 15:750.17-18, tr. Greenwood, 224.
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scholars have taken it this way, supposing that Step ‘anos means to say that the monasteries were
founded not only in Abas’ reign, but specifically in those years of his reign when Anania was
catholicos.?®® While I do not think that this can be proven with certainty from the evidence at
hand, it also seems impossible to disprove. Nevertheless, as [ have mentioned, the foundation of
monasteries was an act carried out through the joint collaboration of monastics and the feudal
lords/princes/kings, and not so much the catholicos. From the above, one might suggest a
possible terminus post quem of 941/2 (the beginning of Anania Mokac‘i’s reign), but one should
not rule out an earlier terminus post quem of 929 (the beginning of Abas’ reign).

As for the terminus ante quem of the founding of Narek monastery, we know it pre-dated
950, the date that Xosrov’s Commentary on the Divine Liturgy was completed, shortly after his
election to bishop of the see of Anjewac ‘ik‘.2%° This is because after the death of his wife,
Xosrov was elected bishop and sent his two younger sons — Yovhannés and Grigor — to Narek
monastery in the charge of his wife’s cousin, Anania.?’® This must have taken place in the middle
to late 940s, providing a definite terminus ante quem for the founding of Narek monastery and
Anania’s appointment there as first abbot. In light of the present evidence then, we can estimate a
broad date in which Narek was founded, 929 — late 940s, with a possible more narrow date
between 941/2—late 940s (if it was indeed founded while Anania Mokac ‘i was catholicos).

What we can say with certainty is that Narek monastery was founded and Anania
appointed its first abbot when the catholicosal see was still at Alt'amar, before Anania Mokac‘i

relocated from there seven years into his reign, ca. 949, in order to return to the Bagratid realm,

268 See, for example, Maksoudian, “Note on the Monasteries,” 207. Ormanean also thought this for the reason that I
discussed above. See Ormanean, Azgapatum, 1:1084, §746, 1:1101, §759.

269 See Cowe, “Biographical Sketch of the Author,” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 4.
270 See Cowe, “Biographical Sketch of the Author,” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 4.
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which was resolidifying its position as the center of Armenian political power after the death of
Gagik.?"! If, as I have suggested in this chapter, the decision to found Narek as a spiritual center
near Alt'amar came from King Gagik himself, then we may be able to suggest an even earlier
terminus post quem, since King Gagik died in 943/4. It is, of course, possible that the idea was
his and construction of the monastery began during his reign and was not completed until after
his death, in the beginning of the reign of his son and successor Derenik-ASot (943-953/8), or
that the idea to found and sponsor the monastery was entirely that of Derenik-ASot. But in my
view, it seems more likely that it was through the initiative of King Gagik. While a definite date
for the founding of the monastery cannot be established, this investigation has at least recovered
the essential factors in question and eschewed an irrelevant/fictitious one (the supposed
persecutions of Emperor Romanos I Lekapenos). At present, it seems the best one can offer for
an approximate date is 930s—940s, as Edda Vardanyan has done in regard to Hofomos monastery

in her recent edited volume on the monastery.?’?

THE NEW CENOBITIC MONASTIC FOUNDATIONS
It is worth highlighting at the end of this chapter what was new about this new phase of
monastic foundations of which Narekavank‘ formed a part. While cenobitic monastic circles
with disciples numbering in the tens who gathered around a charismatic leader had long been a
feature of religious life in Armenia since late antiquity, the cenobitic institutions founded in this

period are distinguished from the earlier ones by their size and scale.?”® They were endowed,

271 Mahé, Histoire de ’Arménie, 145.
272 Vardanyan, Horomos Monastery, 9.
273 Cowe, “Armenians in the Era of the Crusades,” 411.
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permanent foundations many of which, based on textual and archaeological data, are known to
have numbered monks in the hundreds.?’* These foundations over the centuries turned into
monastic complexes that were much larger with many more buildings and a more elaborate
structure and populated by many more monks than the rather simple cells (kellia) of an earlier
period, which were often marked by circles of followers congregating around a charismatic
leader in a simple architectural structure.?’> Over the centuries, the monastic complexes often
included more than one church, with imposing structures called gawit s or Zamatuns later added
to the western fagade and often larger than the church to which it was attached.?’® Resembling
native domestic house architecture, the Zamatun served a variety of functions for the
cenobium.?’” These spaces were the site of the performance of the liturgical hours, the resting
place of significant monastics, as well as the place to which penitents would be sent during the
eucharistic liturgy, and also functioned as a place for other gatherings and meetings, including
lectures.?”® In addition to churches and chapels, monastic complexes included other buildings to
support the physical and intellectual life of the monks living there, including refectories, cells for
lodging, schools, libraries, and scriptoria.?’”® They were thus architecturally and structurally
endowed with the means to become centers of both intellectual and spiritual activity, which
facilitated their becoming the key venues for cultural production and spiritual experience in

medieval Armenia.

274 Cowe, “Armenians in the Era of the Crusades,” 411. Step ‘anos Tardnec i records, for example, that Kamrjajor
monastery housed 300 monks, while Hatbat and Sanahin together contained some 500. See Step ‘anos Tardnec i,
Universal History 111.7, MH 15:750.22, 111.8, MH 15:755.7, tr. Greenwood, 224-25, 232.

275 Garsoian, “Introduction to the Problem.”

276 Garsoian, “Introduction to the Problem,” 177-78; Thierry, Monuments arméniens, 97-98.

277 For a recent treatment of the Zamatun, its architectural features and its function, see Vardanyan, Horomos
Monastery, 207-236.

278 Thierry, Monuments arméniens, 97-98; Cowe, “Armenians in the Era of the Crusades,” 411.

279 Garsoian, “Introduction to the Problem,” 178; Thierry, Monuments arméniens.

130



As mentioned above, many monasteries — such as Sewanay vank® and Tat'ewi vank" —
were endowed with extensive land holdings including both agricultural fields and orchards as
well as villages, which served as sources of income to support the physical needs and intellectual
and spiritual pursuits of the monks residing there. These endowments made by the ruling elite to
monastic complexes were made in perpetuity and therefore were of the same type as those
known as wagf in the Islamic context.?%? In fact, the use of the Arabic word wagf even begins to
appear in the late twelfth century on inscriptions detailing endowments to monasteries made by
Armeno-Georgian Bagrationi rulers. The first such instance is dated to an inscription at Sanahin
in 1173.28! Other monasteries benefited from being located in close proximity to the international
trade routes of the period and in turn supplied services to those passing by, such as Horomos
monastery, which was known for its hospitality in providing lodging and other sustenance to
travelers, merchants, and wayfarers.?8? Some monastic centers prospered so greatly in the tenth
century in comparison to the lives of the villagers supporting them that we hear of peasant
revolts, such as the well-known ones in Siwnik® in different times in the tenth century in
connection with Tat'ewi vank'. These were motivated in large part by the increased wealth
disparity between those working the land and the monks in the complexes benefitting from their
labor and will be discussed in the fourth chapter in connection with the discussion of the
T ‘ondrakite movement.?83 For now, let us turn to an examination of the educational system that

Anania founded at Narek, which was one of the first monstic academies in medieval Armenia.

280 peters, Behrens-Abouseif, et al., “Wakf.«

281 La Porta, “Kingdom and Sultanate,” 96-97.

282 Step ‘anos Tardnec i, Universal History I11.7, MH 15:751.25-26, tr. Greenwood, 225.
283 Hewsen, Armenia.: A Historical Atlas, p. 122.
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CHAPTER 3
THE MAKING OF A MONASTIC ACADEMY::

INTELLECTUAL AND ASCETIC-MYSTICAL EDUCATION AT NAREK MONASTERY

o quipwughp by (bp nju by nLuwnphg:
Arm yourself, become a light and an enlightener.

— Anania of Narek, “To Priests”

When Anania was appointed abbot of Narekavank’, it became his responsibility to order
the monastery’s daily life, liturgical cycle, educational program, and other intellectual and
spiritual activities. In this chapter, I will attempt a reconstruction of the system of intellectual and
ascetic-mystical education that he initiated at Narek, which was one of the first — if not the
first — of the major monastic academies in the Armenian oikoumené and became a model for
subsequent ones.

Unlike their Greek and Latin counterparts, Armenian abbots were not in the habit of
writing monastic rules or typika. There is nothing equivalent in the Armenian milieu to the
foundation documents known from the Byzantine Greek monastic tradition.! Nor is there the
Armenian equivalent to the various Orders that define Latin monasticism, each with their own

particular rule, well-defined organizational structure, and differently articulated mission and

' On these, see Thomas and Hero, Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents. The sole known exception is the
eleventh-century #ypikon of Gregory Pakourianos for the Monastery of the Mother of God (Petritzonitissa) in
Backovo, which was made in three languages: Armenian, Georgian, and Greek. Issuing from a Chalcedonian
context, it is the kind of exception that proves the rule. On this #ypikon, see Thomas and Hero, Byzantine Monastic
Foundation Documents 2:507-563.
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lifestyle.? The nearest one comes to such a document in Armenian is the Book of Questioners
(*hpf Rwupgnnug / Girk * harc ‘olac ), an anthology of questions and answers on the monastic
life, compiled from the ascetic writings of Basil of Caesarea and translated into Armenian in the
late fifth/early sixth century.’ Step‘anos Taronec i refers to the role of this book in guiding and
ordering the communal life at Sewan monastery and the other major cenoebia founded in this
period (that were discussed in chapter two), including Narek.* But the Book of Questioners, as its
name implies was not a rule, #ypikon, or foundation document, and therefore it is unclear just
what exactly its role was in the internal regulation of medieval monasteries. Certainly, it would
have formed part of many a monastic library, been read and referred to by abbots, and probably
even became part of the monastic school curriculum to help train monks in ascetic practices as
well as educate them on the monastic lifestyle and worldview.

But the specific details of a monastery’s system of education, liturgical cycle, daily life,
and other activities would have been based in part on the purpose for which a monastery was
founded, in part on the leadership of its abbot, and in part on the individual traditions that each
monastery formed over time. As to the first, all monasteries were spiritual centers of prayer, but
they served a number of different purposes as well, and as such each had different emphases.
Some, like Arcrunid Mahrast and Bagratid Horomos mentioned in the previous chapter, being

located near trade routes, served as places of lodging for travelers, wayfarers, and merchants.

2 On Latin monasticism, see Beach and Cochelin, Cambridge History of Medieval Monasticism. The first example of
western-style monastic orders in the Armenian context came in the fourteenth century with the Franciscan and
Dominican Fratres Unitores (Unitor Brothers). See discussion and bibliography in La Porta, “Armeno-Latin
Intellectual Exchange.” A prominent example from the early modern period is the Armenian-Catholic Mkhit arist
congregation in Venice (with a second congregation established later at Trieste, then relocated to Vienna), which
adopted the Benedictine Rule. See Awgerean, 4 Brief Account of the Mechitaristican Society, 35; Matt'€os
Ewdokiats i, Hamarotut iwn varuts *, 350.

3 Basil of Caesarea, Book of Questioners.

4 Step ‘anos Taronec i, Universal History 111.3, 7, 8; MH 15:741-42.5, 750.22, 755.7, tr. Greenwood, 213, 225, 232.
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Others, endowed with particularly prominent relics of saints, precious objects, or fragments of
the True Cross, became places of pilgrimage, and thus generated income. Some, like Tat'ew,
served as episcopal residences in addition to being places of spirituality and learning. Others
served as the burial place of naxarar family members, like the monastery of the Holy Cross at
Soradir for the Arcruni family.> Of the many hundreds of monasteries that dotted the medieval
and early modern landscapes of the Armenian oikoumené, a small number became academies
and centers of learning, with libraries and scriptoria for the copying and illuminating of
manuscripts. They are some of the same ones whose names became most prominent, in part
because of the way in which they produced and housed men of learning and came to be the
principal transmitters of Armenian literary and artistic culture into the early modern period.
Examples include Hatbat® and Sanahin, Tat'ew, and a few dozen others. Narekavank® was one of
the earliest if not the very earliest such monastic academy to be established. As such, Anania’s
impact as the first abbot and main founder of the monastery’s intellectual and spiritual program
of education shaped not just the future generations at Narek — including Anania’s famous pupils
Grigor and Uxtang€s — but also served as a model for the other major monastic academies that
were founded after it. Therefore, a reconstruction of the system of education and spiritual life
established by Anania at Narekavank" will also provide a picture of one of the earliest — if not
the earliest — of the major medieval monastic academies that were the chief educational and

cultural institutions of Armenian culture from the tenth to (at least) the sixteenth centuries.

3> See Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens no. 513, p. 93; Thierry, Monuments arméniens du Vaspurakan,
465-70.
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THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM AT NAREKAVANK
Scripture and Liturgy

Of course, the beginning and end of a monk’s education was the Scriptures. The use of
the Psalms, as well as Proverbs, in the earliest elementary exercises to learn reading and writing
in monastic settings is attested since at least the fifth century. In one of his epistles, Jerome (347
—419) recommends the use of the Psalms and Proverbs of Solomon in elementary writing
exercises.® The same was true in Armenian monastic school settings and the particular
connection between the book of Proverbs and literacy can be seen in it being the first book
chosen to be translated into Armenian and immediately employed in spreading literacy in the
new alphabet.” From the manuscript tradition, we know that of the Old Testament portions of the
Bible, it was the wisdom books that were most frequently copied by medieval scribes, and along
with the Gospels, were one of the earliest forms of part-Bibles attested in the Armenian
manuscript tradition.® A monk would have encountered the corpus of Solomonic wisdom books
from his earliest years of monastic education, inasmuch as they formed one of the core elements
of the religious curriculum.’

In addition to literary instruction and exposure through reading and study, the monks also
performed the Scripturally drenched liturgical services on a daily basis. The services of the daily
hours with their core elements had already coalesced by the eighth century.!® A monk at Narek
would have engaged on a daily basis in communal celebration of the night (g /i bfrusyfiir), morning

(wrmemembu), and sunrise (wpbewguy) hours; the little offices of the third (6ppnpg ), sixth

6 See Epistle 107.12; Larsen, “‘Excavating the Excavations,”” 104.

7 See Koriwn, Life of Mastoc  VIII, MH 1:238.7-8; Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 249.
8 Cowe, “Typology of Armenian Biblical Manuscripts,” 65.

2 Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 249.

19 See Findikyan, Commentary on the Armenian Daily Office.
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(y/bgkpnpn), and ninth (fLukpnpg) hours; and the evening (bpklynybwi) and peace
(fursguguilyuw®) offices.!! The Psalms formed the core element of the daily office, or liturgy of
the hours (FwdbpgnefFu s, literally “Songs of the Hours” or “Singing the Hours.”).!? The entire
Psalter was sung through in order in eight days during the night office (gf; bppusyfits dusif), and
numerous individual psalms were chanted in the course of the other hours.!? It was thus usual
practice for the entire Psalter to be memorized.!* A monk was therefore immersed not just in the
reading but in the chanting and performance of Scripture as well as texts such as prayers, litanies
(pupngp), and hymns (yusprulymtsp) based upon them.

In addition to the Psalms and wisdom literature, one could single out the Gospels as the
most important portions of Scripture for the monks of Narek. Most of these texts would have
been known by heart. The chanting of the Gospel formed the climax of the Sunday synaxis, as
well as several other liturgical services a monk engaged in on a weekly basis. The Gospel would
also be meditated on and memorized in solitude through various strategies of intensive reading
and reflection (lectio divina). Imitatio Christi, based on the life of Jesus presented in the Gospels,
was one of the central concerns motivating the self-disciplinary practices established in monastic
settings, and a pious monk was ever mindful of his individual journey towards conformity into
the likeness of Christ. This approach is well exemplified in Anania’s “Evangelical, Apostolic,
and Prophetic Speech and Instructions,” which recapitulates and represents in more systematic

form some of the teaching on individual virtues and practices found in some of his shorter

! The service known today as rest or compline ({usfisgusmbw) was unknown until the thirteenth century and did not
become fixed until the fifteenth century, at the earliest. See Findikyan, Commentary on the Armenian Daily Office,
499-502.

12 Jeffery, “Psalmody and Prayer.”

13 Winkler, “Armenian Night Office II,” 474-75.

14 On the centrality of the Psalms to monastic life and prayer in general, see McKinnon, “The Book of Psalms;”
Dyer, “The Psalms in Monastic Prayer.”
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instructions.!® In this work, Anania promotes a program of moral teaching that is shaped by the
ethical teaching of Christ both in structure and content, bearing particular influence from the
“sermon on the mount” of Matthew 5—7 and the “sermon on the plain” of Luke 6, in combination
with the special emphasis upon love found in the Gospel of John. This form of lengthy ethical
teaching framed as discourse has deeper roots as well, stretching back to the speeches of Moses
in Deuteronomy, particularly chapters 28-30. One of the chief purposes of this work, as well as
the other instructions, was to systematize the ethical teachings of Christ, as well as those found in
other portions of Scripture, into a programmatic guide that would shape the way of life of monks
living together at Narek.

In addition to the rest of the canonical biblical corpus, monks also read from a panoply of
intertestamental, pseudepigraphal, and apocryphal literature, such as the Protoevangelium of
James and the Armenian Infancy Gospel, as well as extra-canonical acts of various apostles,
which were not always sharply distinguished from canonical Scripture.!® The monks of Narek
received particularly good training in Scriptural exegesis under the guidance of Petros, who as
mentioned previously was one of the most skilled Scriptural exegetes and commentators of the
period.!”

Narek was well known in Anania’s day for its vibrant liturgy, and in the tenth and early
eleventh century, it became a center for liturgical performance of the highest quality as well as a
site for the composition of new liturgical works. Anania’s pupil Uxtan€s mentions that his

teacher Anania far surpassed others in regard to the melodic modulation of his voice when

1S MH 10:396-420.

16 On apocryphal and pseudepigraphal literature in Armenian, see Stone, “Armenian Apocryphal Literature;”
Calzolari, “The Editing of Christian Apocrypha.”

17 Step‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History II1.7; MH 15:753.51, tr. Greenwood, 229.
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chanting ($ngbenpulym’ bpgny gbygbygdude ghp fodbpng pul gudbubbwy).'® Anania was
particularly gifted in music and directed a robust program at Narek for both liturgical
performance and the composition of original works.!” Anania’s pupil Grigor composed a number
of works in different genres — including encomia, litanies, and hymnic odes — for performance
in liturgical services and feasts in order to enrich their celebration.?’ Thus, Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i,
writing in the early eleventh century, singles out Narek among the cenobitic monasteries of the
age in particular for its “magnificently endowed singers who were radiant in the performance of
WOrShip (pusgdusquspiny uyu g sy bpgkgnnndp).”!

Anania trained the monks of Narek not only in the highest quality performance of
liturgical services, but equally in the spiritual understanding of the rites. To aid in the latter
project, he would have had available the two recently composed liturgical commentaries of
Grigor’s father, Xosrov Anjewac ‘i: the Commentary on the Liturgy of the Hours*’ and the
Commentary on the Divine Liturgy.?® The mystical approach to liturgical theology is manifest
across Grigor of Narek’s corpus, attesting to the approach taken by Anania in his direction of the

liturgical education of the Narekian monks.

18 Uxtangs, History of Armenia 1.1, MH 15:451.38.

19 On the musical and liturgical side of Anania and Narek monastery, see T ahmizyan, “Anania Narekac‘u ev
Nareka vank‘i.”

20 On the liturgical compositions of Grigor Narekac i, see Terian, Festal Works; Arevshatyan, “La proclamation
mélodisée (K ‘aroz);” idem, “Ganj.”

21 Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.7, MH 15:751.27.

22 MH 10:35-227. On the use of this work in the curriculum at Narek, see T ‘amrazyan, Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 43-51.
23 Text and translation by Cowe, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy.
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‘External’ Writings: The Trivium

The subjects of the trivium — grammar, rhetoric, and logic — formed the intellectual
core curriculum of the medieval monastic academies.?* Since the textbooks for these subjects
were composed by pre-Christian Greek authors, they were referred to as wpumwpfits gphuwip
(‘external writings’) as opposed to Patristic texts, which were called wnepp gpbwip (‘subtle
writings’).?® For teaching each of the subjects of the trivium, Anania would have had at his
disposal works available in Armenian, translated or based on Greek originals, often along with
commentaries.®

For grammar, Anania had available the Armenian translation of the Ars grammatica of
Dionysius Thrax (ca. 170 — ca. 90 BC),?” along with a number of original Armenian
commentaries on it. Already by Anania’s time, five commentaries on the Ars grammatica had

been made by: a certain Movses (ca. 470 — ca. 530?),?® an anonymous grammarian,?® a certain

24 See La Porta, “Monasticism and the Construction;” Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 51-53; Calzolari,
“Sciences sacrées et sciences profanes.” As for what in the Roman empire was known as the quadrivium —
arithmetic, music, geometry, astronomy — such subjects, when studied at all, were generally done so at an
elementary level in Armenian monastic settings and did not form part of the core curriculum. On the subjects of the
quadrivium and their pursuit in Armenian school settings, see Mahé¢, “Quadrivium et cursus d’études;” Greenwood,
“Reassessment of the Life.” One may also consult the recently published papers in Orientalia Christiana Periodica
86 no 1 (2020), which published the resulting papers from a 2018 AIEA conference entitled “Sciences and Learning
in Armenia between Anania Sirakac i and Grigor Magistros.” I have not yet had an opportunity to view this volume.
25 Shirinian, “‘Artak ‘in ew ‘nurb’ greank;” The term ‘external” was used in reference to a religious identity
boundary and parallels Greek oi £€€w0ev, ‘those of outside,” or 1 E£wbev, ‘the [maidevoig] of outside,’ the former
already used by Paul in 1 Timothy 3:7: &l 8¢ kol paptopiov kaAny Eyewv ano t@v EEmBev, iva pr| €ig OVEISIGUOV
guméon Kol noyida 100 SWPOROV. Uy wpuspra § Tulus f jusgrne [Bfscs prapp b guuspromspling neliky. qfs difs fr Susfonfios
whlpuifigh ke gnpngugffu Jwmwegf: See Calzolari, “Transmission and Reception,” 48.

26 Many of these translations owe their existence to the extensive translational activity of the so-called “Hellenizing
School” (ncumpwh quypng). On the “Hellenizing School,” its translations and translation technique, see
Manandean, Yunaban dprots ‘¢; Akinean and Tér-Poghosean, “Matenagrakan hetazotut‘iwnner;” Terian, “The
Hellenizing School;” Muradyan, Grecisms.

27 See Adontz, Denys de Thrace.

28 MH 5:1195-1208.

2% MH 5:1219-38.
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Dawit',*® Step ‘anos Siwnec ‘i (ca. 680 — 735),*! and Hamam Arewelc'i (ca. 825 — ca. 890).2 A
deep knowledge of the grammatical tradition is evident in the works of both Anania and
Grigor.??

As for rhetoric, two main instructional works were available in Armenian. The first was
the Progymnasmata of Aelius Theon (active 1% ¢.), the earliest text of its kind extant in Greek.**
The second was a modified version of the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius, the most popular
rhetorical handbook in East Roman educational settings.®> A Christianized translation/adaptation
of this text was known in Armenian as the Book of Chreia (%hpf whwnghg).>® It is likely from
the latter text that the monks of Narek learned the art of rhetoric. Anania’s own mastery of the art
of rhetoric is noted by his pupil Uxtan&s, who calls him a “renowned rhetorician ($rgulyunp
4nkmnp),” and thus the monks of Narek were in particularly good hands when it came to
learning rhetoric.>” Anania emerges as a sought-after writer in a number of different genres
thanks to his rhetorical mastery, being commissioned to write disputatious,*® instructional,*® and

14 works.

panegyrica
There were numerous texts available in the realm of logic, or dialectics, including

Aristotle’s Categories and De Interpretatione and Porphyry’s Isagoge. Along with these were

30 MH 5:1167-87.

31 MH 6:571-93.

32 MH 9:534-54. For an overview of these commentaries, see Adontz, Denys de Thrace; Ervine, “Yohanngs
Erznkac‘i Pluz’s Compilation.”

33 On Anania’s familiarity with the grammatical tradition in Armenian, as evidenced even in the small fragment
preserved from the Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians, see T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 58—72.

34 See Russell and Moore “progymnasmata” and “Theon (3) (RE 5), Aelius.” The Armenian translation of this work
preserves a more complete text than the mangled extant Greek form.

35 See Russell and Moore, “progymnasmata” and Webb, “Aphthonius.”

36 On this work, see Cowe, “Review of Book of Chries;” Muradyan, “The Rhetorical Exercises.”

37 Uxtangs, History of Armenia 1.1, MH 15:455.71.

38 Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians; Root of Faith.

39 Book of Instruction; For an Explanation of Numbers.

49 Encomium on the Holy Universal Church.
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four important works by the Neoplatonist philosopher Dawit® Anyalt (David the Invincible, fI.
late 6" c.), three of which were commentaries on the works of Aristotle and Porphyry: 1.
Definitions and Divisions of Philosophy; 2. Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagogg; 3.
Interpretation of Aristotle’s Categories;*! 4. Interpretation of Aristotle’s Prior Analytics.** As
will be made apparent in the next two chapters, the tenth century was marked by significant
ecclesiastical controversies, both external and internal to the Armenian Church, and the
deployment of logic and argumentation in the service of defending Theology and doctrine is a
marked feature of Anania’s and also some of Grigor’s works. Anania makes use of the
philosophical works of David the Invincible in For an Explanation of Numbers* as well as the
Root of Faith.** This latter work, particularly its first half,** reveals Anania’s mastery of
dialectical argumentation, particularly as pertains to theological disputation.

Many other Greek philosophical texts were available in Armenian translation in Anania’s
time, including the pseudo-Aristotelian De mundo and De virtutibus, and On Nature attributed to
Zeno,* and it is clear that Anania read deeply from this literature and transmitted that learning to
his students.*” The works of Anania, like those of several of his contemporaries and near

contemporaries, such as Xosrov Anjewac ‘i (ca. 900 — ca. 963)* — his relative through the

4! The authorship of this work is disputed. Some scholars favor the view that it was composed by David’s
contemporary Elias, who also hailed from the school of Olympiodorus in Alexandria. See Wildberg, “David;” idem,
“Elias.”

42 See Calzolari, “Sciences sacrées et sciences profanes,” 380-83; eadem, “Transmission and Reception.” On David
the Invincible, see Sanjian, David Anhaght‘; Calzolari et Barnes, L ceuvre de David [’Invincible; Contin, David
[’Arménien.

43 See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 93-1009.

44 See T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 162—177.

4 MH 10:480-539.

46 [Pseudo-]Zeno, Anonymous Philosophical Treatise.

47 Calzolari, “Sciences sacrées et sciences profanes,” 382; Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 52, n. 199.

48 On Xosrov’s knowledge of Greek, see Cowe, “Introduction” in Xosrov Anjewac‘i, Commentary on the Divine
Liturgy, 6-9, 71.
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latter’s marriage — and Grigor Magistros,* also reveal a knowledge of the Greek language, at
least substantial familiarity, if not fluency.>® There are works of Greek that Anania, Xosrov, and
Grigor drew from, of which there was no Armenian translation known to have been made in their
time. For example, Anania seems to have been familiar with Plato’s Republic, which was not
translated into Armenian until modern times.>! With the opening of the thughiir, and the shifting
of the borders between Byzantium and the Islamicate world, the reintroduction of overland trade
and increased traffic through Armenian territory between the two states, and the population
movements that mark the era, it is likely that along with the exchange of goods and resources,
texts were also exchanged. Some were likely brought from Byzantium to enrich the library at the
newly founded monastery of Narek, perhaps thanks to Armenian monks coming from the
Byzantine side of the border that we hear of in some of the sources (discussed in chapter two)
and whose memory remains in the name of Hofomos monastery, or through the intermediary of
Syriac monasteries in the area, many of which also housed Greek manuscripts. The period was a
fertile one for cultural interchange between Syriac, Byzantine, and Armenian communities in the

region.>?

‘Subtle’ Writings: Patristics
The works of Anania and Grigor are filled with references to the full panoply of Patristic

works available in Armenian in the tenth century. Thus, the monks of Narek must have had

49 Grigor Magistros’ profound knowledge of Greek is evidenced in his letters, on which see van Lint, “Among
Others.” He also may have translated Plato into Armenian, on which see Tinti, “On the Chronology and
Attribution.”

50 Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 250.

51 Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 250-51.

32 See Palmer, “Charting Undercurrents,” 54.
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access to a nearly complete library of the works of Greek and Syriac patristic authors in
Armenian translation as well as native Armenian patristic texts.

An important early model for combining pagan philosophy with biblical exegesis and
theological reflection was Philo (ca. 20 BC — 50 AD), whose works belonged to the category of
‘subtle’ writings.>? Anania’s knowledge of Philo is attested to in For an Explanation of Numbers,
which contains multiple references to the Alexandrian Jewish philosopher and exegete’s works
and reveals the latter’s overall impact on Anania’s thought.>* For an Explanation of Numbers
also contains references to Plato and Pythagorean thought.>>

Anania’s instructions (fupunp) contain direct citations of John Chrysostom (ca. 350 —
407),°¢ Basil of Caesarea (ca. 330 — 378),>” Ephrem of Nisibis (the Syrian, ca. 306 — 373),%8
Evagrius of Pontus (ca. 345 — 399),%° Gregory of Nazianzus (the Theologian, ca. 329 — ca.
390),%° and Nilus of Ancyra (the Ascetic, f1. ca. 390 — 430).°! A few of them contain a phrase,

located near the end of the treatise, indicating that there exists “immeasurable testimony (wiigus s

fflyurgrnc fFfr)” from the church fathers relating to the topic being treated, which implies that

33 Terian, “Hellenizing School,” 42.

34 Anania of Narek, For an Explanation of Numbers, MH 10:441.14, 443.27, 443.31, 444.48. For further on Philo’s
impact on the content of this work and Anania’s thought as a whole, see T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 8493,
173-76.

35 Anania of Narek, For an Explanation of Numbers, MH 10:442.20, 442.23,

36 Anania of Narek, “To Priests,” MH 10:332.55; idem, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:395.242.

57 Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:362.16, 394.240.

38 Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:394.241.

39 Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:394.243.

0 Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:394.239. Gregory of Nazianzus is also referenced in For
an Explanation of Numbers, MH 10:442.21-22. Additionally, I believe the reference to the “father of Theologians”
({urgpts YnnewSwpwifg) in the same work (at MH 10:442.54) is also to Gregory of Nazianzus. A similar passage
to the citation referenced there may be found in the latter’s Oration 38 (section 9), “On the Theophany of Christ” (In
Theophonia, b Sunciiny Rpfumnnuf). This was a popular text in Armenian, transmitted in the Homiliary

(B wnpinnfyr), and is quoted multiple times by Anania in the Root of Faith (see, for example, MH 10:488.87,
497.229). For the Armenian text of Oration 38, see Homiliary, P 120, ff. 3v—8r and for the portion of text in
question, see Sr—5v.

61 Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:395.244.
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Anania was well versed in the patristic authorities concerning the topic he was addressing.%?
Surely, the reading of, and instruction based upon, patristic writers was employed in the
educational program at Narek in order to teach ascetic practices and ethics.

The Root of Faith, as expected, contains numerous quotations from church fathers that
Anania drew from in order to defend the theology and liturgical practices of the Armenian
church vis-a-vis the imperial church. Much of this material is drawn from earlier florilegia, such
as the Seal of Faith. In the Root of Faith, Anania refers to, or quotes directly from the works of
Philo,%® Ignatius of Antioch (ca. 35 — ca. 107),%* Irenaeus (ca. 130 — ca. 202),% Origen (184/5 —
253/5),% Gregory Thaumaturgus (the Wonderworker, ca. 213 — ca. 270),%” Julius I (Patriarch
[Pope] of Rome, d. 352),%® Athanasius of Alexandria (ca. 295/9 — 373),%° Ephrem of Nisibis,”

Macarius of Jerusalem (sed. 314 —335/6),”! Cyril of Jerusalem (ca. 315 — 387),7> Apollinarius of

62 An illustrative example may be provided from the “On Humility:” Gr f gfusprpumybinig ubgup hury ffljuupne fFo s
ey funtiupnfdbwi: “And from the vardapets there is immeasurable testimony concerning humility.” MH
10:345.64. A similar phrase occurs at the end of the “On Patience and Peace” (MH 10:341.55) and the “On
Compunction and Tears” (MH 10:394.238).

63 MH 10:481.11, 519.546, 552.1011. I include Philo among the church fathers, because he is essentially treated as
one by Anania and the Armenian tradition in general.

4 MH 10:574.1273-77, 575.1292, 590.1476-78.

65 MH 10:547.942-44, 571.1244.

6 MH 10:589.1467.

67 MH 10:539-40.810-16, 540.821-25.

8 MH 10:548-50.959-79.

% MH 10:482.23, 483.25, 507.373, 542-43.862-78, 545-46.915-17, 546-47.930-33, 548.955-58, 571.1244,
572.1249-52, 572-73.1260, 573.1267, 581.1369-72, 590.1472.

70 MH 10:507.372, 507.380, 528.659, 530.686, 532.718, 534.738, 535.750, 541-42.844-61, 546.920-25, 561.1121,
572.1244, 581-82.1378-80.

7V MH 10:563-64.1142-47. This quotation of Macarius of Jerusalem is significant since it is the very portion of the
Letter until now known only from a quotation of Anania Sirakac i (and not in the abbreviated version that became
canonized in the Book of Canons (GwmlinGwmqhpf) and the Book of Letters (*hpf pnpng). It thus provides another
witness to this significant portion of the Letter. On this Letter and its textual history, see Terian, Macarius of
Jerusalem.

72 MH 10:532.719-720, 533.725-26, 547-48.945-49, 564-65.1148-65, 570.1225, 570.1229-30, 572.1244,
572.1247-48.
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Laodicaea (ca. 310/13 — ca. 390),7* Basil of Caesarea,’* Gregory of Nazianzus,’> Gregory of
Nyssa (331/340 — ca. 395),76 John Chrysostom,’”” Epiphanius of Salamis (ca. 310/20 — 403),”®
Nemesius of Emesa (f1. ca. 400),”” Amphilochius of Iconium (d. after 394),%° Severianus of
Gabala (d. after 408),%! Cyril of Alexandria (ca. 376 — 444),%* Socrates of Constantinople
(Scholasticus, ca. 380 —439),%3 Juvenal (Patriarch of Jerusalem, sed. ca. 422 — 458), 3* Acacius
(Bishop of Melitene in Lesser Armenia, sed. ca. 430 — ca. 439),% Proclus (Patriarch of
Constantinople, sed. 434 — 447),86 Dioscorus of Alexandria (sed. 444 —451),% Timothy II
Aelurus (the Cat, Patriarch of Alexandria, sed. 457 — 477),%8 Philoxenus of Mabbug (ca. 445 —
523),% and (Pseudo-)Dionysius the Areopagite (f1. ca. fifth to sixth centuries).*

Preference in this work is naturally given to early Greek writers and texts, both because
his presumed interlocutors are pro-Chalcedonians and because the early writers could be cited as

witnesses to the initial period of unbroken communion of the universal Church. From all this,

3 MH 10:540.822-25.

74 MH 10:544.887-88, 547.934-36, 551.991, 552.1003, 566.1174-75.

5 MH 10:481.10, 481.11, 483.26, 488.87, 490.124-31, 497.229, 503.315, 504.329, 505.350, 518.534-36, 518.539,
520.554, 526.632-33, 529.678-79, 530.686, 533.727, 536.753-57, 544.891-92, 551.990-91, 557.1057, 566—
67.1174-91, 581.1373-75.

76 MH 10:527.644, 541.830-43, 544.885-86.

77 MH 10:492.149, 505.344, 518.533, 528.660, 534.734, 534-35.740—41, 535.743-44, 535.745-46, 544.893-95,
545.910-14, 553-54.1020-29, 572.1244, 572.1253-60, 573.1267, 573.1270-71, 581.1376-78, 589.1467.

8 MH 10: 543-44.881-82, 544.889-90, 548.950-54.

7 MH 10: 541.830-43.

80 MH 10: 544-44.883-84.

81 MH 10:545.899-902.

82 MH 10:523.591, 528.658, 537.778, 540.826-29, 544-45.896-98, 574-75.1278-85, 575.1288, 577.1319,
585.1414, 590.1468.

8 MH 10:537.772, 559.1090, 573-74.1268-77, 590.1474-75.

8 MH 10:575.1293.

8 MH 10:577.1321.

8 MH 10:540.817-20, 545.903-05, 577.1319.

8 MH 10:575.1288.

88 MH 10:540.822-25.

8 MH 10:547.937-41. I believe this is who is being referred to (Pfy ppufrfiy Puspur buppulyriym).

%0 MH 10:533.728-30, 546.918-19, 551.991, 562.1129, 571.1244, 572.1245-46, 578.1334.
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Anania emerges as a deep reader of the Greek and Syriac fathers of the church, who was well
versed in the theological and liturgical traditions of the Armenian church and its differences with
the imperial church. He clearly had a command of the Greek patristic tradition, and passed that
on to his students, which is apparent in the works of his pupils who became writers and whose
works survive (Grigor and Uxtangs).

Among Armenian texts and authors referenced in the Root of Faith are Grigor the
[luminator (Lusawori¢’, d. ca. 328), i.e. the History of Agat‘angelos / The Teaching of Saint
Gregory,”! Koriwn (ca. 390 — 447),”2> Mastoc' (d. 441),”> Movsés K ‘ert ot (ca. 470 — ca. 530),*
David the Invincible,” Yovhan Mandakuni (catholicos, sed. 478 — 490),”° Nersés II (catholicos,
sed. 548 — 557),° NerSapuh (Bishop of Mamikoneank‘ and Taron, 6 ¢.),”® Movsés 11
(catholicos, sed. 574 — 604),%° Abraham I (catholicos, sed. 607 — 615),'%° Komitas I (catholicos,
sed. 615 — 628),'°! Petros (Bishop of Siwnik", ca. 500 — 557),'°? John the Ascetic (Yovhannés

Mayravaneci, 1. 7" ¢.),'% Yovhan Ojneci (catholicos, sed. 717 — 728),'%* Step ‘anos Siwnec i

o' MH 10:531.704, 537.778, 543.879-80, 546.926-29, 582.1381, 583.1389, 583.1392-93, 588-89.1450-57, 593—
94.1515-25. Anania also references Grigor the [lluminator in For an Explanation of Numbers (MH 10:440.7).

92 MH 10:577.1320.

9 MH 10:560.1103, 577.1319-20.

% MH 10:582.1382.

9 MH 10:582.1383, 585.1416, 585.1418, 586.1424, 588-89.1453.

% MH 10:569.1213

97 MH 10:577.1321.

% MH 10:577.1321.

% MH 10:577.1321.

100 MH 10:577.1321.

101 MH 10:589.1458.

192 MH 10:578.1327.

103 MH 10:545.906—09. See Step ‘anos Siwnec i, On the Incorruptibility of the Body of Christ, MH 6:455-56.1-3.
104 MH 10:578.1329-32.
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(ca. 680 — 735),'9 the Book of Letters,'* and the Seal of Faith.'"” While Anania mostly referred
to the works of Greek fathers, since they would be more credible in the eyes of his pro-
Chalcedonian interlocutors, the references to Armenian fathers, councils, and collections of
theological texts also reveal his profound knowledge of the Armenian theological tradition.
There can be no doubt that Anania presided over a robust educational program in patristics at

Narekavank .

Ascetic Training, Spiritual Exercises, and Virtue Ethics

Intellectual work comprised only one facet of a monk’s training. Monastic education
involved a holistic approach to the human person, aimed at shaping body, spirit, and soul, in
addition to mind and intellect. Unfortunately, we are on less sure footing in regard to the
specifics of spiritual and ascetic training in Armenian monasteries, because much of it took place
in a one-on-one relationship between spiritual father and son.!%® Naturally, such direction was
conducted on an oral basis and personally adapted to the needs of each individual monk.

In the case of Narek, we can recover some of the basic training that Anania may have
provided young monks from his Book of Instruction (Ppunwghpf).!% The core of the work was

commissioned by bishop Xag¢ ik, future Catholicos Xa¢ ik I ArSaruni (sed. 972 — 992),'' and

105 MH 10: 541-42.844-61, 542-43.862-78, 590.1468, 544.885-86, 544.889-90, 544.893-95, 544-45.896-98,
545.903-05, 545.906-09, 547.937—41. Most of the passages are quotations from those collected by Step ‘anos
Siwnec i in his On the Incorruptibility of the Body of Christ.

196 MH 10:577.1321.

107 MH 10:483.27, 540.821-25, 540-41.826-29, 541-42.844-61, 542-43.862-78, 545-46.915-17, 546.918-19,
546.920-25, 546.926-29, 546-47.930-33, 547.942—44, 547-48.945-49, 548.950-54, 548-53.959-1000.

198 For a study of spiritual fatherhood in a near contemporary of Anania, see Turner, St. Symeon the New Theologian
and Spiritual Fatherhood.

109 MH 10:328-427. On the work in general, see T ‘amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 1:163-212,
2:306-84.

110 Tamrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 1:184-88, 2:145.
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one of its purposes was likely to provide guidance for shaping the worldview and regulating the
behavior of the hundreds of new monks entering the many large coenobia founded in this period.
The work thus focuses heavily on the initial stages of training: ascetic disciplines, ethical
instruction in the virtues, and how to live harmoniously in community. Thus, “On Patience and
Peace” focuses primarily on how to live peacefully with the brethren in one’s monastic
community, how not to offend them, how to bear slights and return good when offended instead
of retaliating. Another, “On Humility,” focuses on acquiring this virtue, which in the monastic
setting is regularly placed at the beginning stage of virtue training. Thus, Anania writes,
“Humility is the foundation of every virtue, and all the holy ones became pleasing to God
through humility.”!!! Likewise, his contemporary in Byzantium, Symeon Eulabes — abbot of the
Studite monastery and spiritual father of Symeon the New Theologian — in his only extant
treatise, a manual on the ascetic life, gives one of his first instructions on the importance of doing
everything with humility: “Perform every deed that is good with humility, recalling to mind the
saying: “When you have done everything, say “we are useless servants, we have only done what
we ought to do.”””!2 Anania also refers to this same verse near the beginning of his “On
Humility.”!!3 The acquisition and cultivation of humility was pivotal in the monastic setting,
which required both obedience to one’s superior, the abbot, and service to the fellow monks in
one’s community. Thus, Anania writes, “Humility is also obedience, to regard oneself at the rank

of a servant and serve one’s companion, as the apostle says, ‘Be obedient to one another out of

WY G puals sl bSonss s ssrvas pfeone [FhosSs k fpunSompSncfdfs, be wd bl uncppp fonbiplo[Fhudp bgki Subng
auana'nJ: “On Humility,” MH 10:345.47.

12 To moteiv mdv mpdrypo Smep £0Ti KOAOV PETH TOTEWVAOE®MG, EVVOOVpEVOV TOV gimdviar « Otav Tdvta Tomonte,
Aéyete 611 dypeiol Sodlot Ecpév, O meeilopey Totfjoat Temomkapey.» Symeon the Studite, Discours ascétique 7.
13 MH 10:342.8.
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reverence for God [Eph. 5:21].””''* Another of his instructions, “On this Transitory World,”
focuses on convincing the reader that all earthly glory, riches, grandeur, and pleasure quickly
fades and passes away, and that one should thus seek heavenly goods.!!*> Such instruction would
have been useful in providing a sense of vision and purpose to monks who lived from their youth
in monasteries, having been separated from secular life and compelled to live under rules of
obedience and chastity.

In one of his lengthier instructions, “On Compunction and Tears,” Anania describes the
cultivation virtue to be akin to the process of learning a secular craft, trade, or art (wpnebuwr). In
order to acquire a virtue, one must be engaged in a particular exercise in a regulated and
disciplined fashion with all the time and devotion one gives to learning any trade or skill. He
writes, “the gift of compunction is a craft and one must obtain it by all means and with effort.”!!¢
And just like any trade, it is learned best not through theoretical teaching on the subject matter,
but by practicing the craft itself. Anania puts it this way:

When someone learns a trade from someone and after a while sets out to work in that

trade, it is then that one better understands the particulars from the trade itself, rather than

what was learned from the master. So then employ yourself in the trade of implorations,
and the trade itself will teach you, as also the grace of our Master.!!”
As any musician well knows, the only way to make progress in learning an instrument is through

regulated and disciplined practice. Likewise, in the cultivation of virtue. And so Anania gives the

sage advice of developing a disciplined plan of action:

114 ﬂ]nfuu[iCnLﬂ[njl Iy Cfluullufu}nl_ﬂlnjl, L q[ﬁl@fl [1 é'lun_lu'[ﬁ [[lu[u}ﬁ nl_flﬁ |73 uulluuuu_n[ig‘ Efll[b[i[ﬁl, n[iulg‘u wuk
lun_lu'gblul ((47111111111711} lb[lﬂL.B lf[nfbluflg b[il[[n_llln_fl aumnl_&n'l)): “On Humility,” MH 10:342.6.

115 See Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate.”

116 llJl g, qllzlfulil lilllli4 lupnl_bum k, b Fuulnl_lf 4?1:11[1[11_# |73 211171["_ i £ uu11u7uul zliuu: MH 10.368.54.

17 ,an uu_plﬁuull nl_uwflﬁ np mpnl_bum J”Llfb.g;‘ |73 lllll[Tanlllllil o"uuflufuul[ [1712 [1 L}n[ra' wp[[wflg‘,'!w'lflrhulf
'ILulianumg‘il Lun_uu_bl [nfwiou zl4w7utuufuﬁlu71, @Lufl g [1 lllulnl,:uuibmg‘fl nLywL; aJuultu |73 AL quuia e p
uiuuzuunluflu @bll Ll,npé' wiu, b T [171@71 nLu"ngZ;‘ ‘l@b‘b |73 [1 zflnp44‘71 I[Lulnl,luuilnn[lu: MH 10:361.14-15.
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Set for yourself an order and rule and intentionally designate a time for tears and request

of God success in the gift and compel your nature, then God will look with favor and give

the gift that you long for.!!8
Anania, attuned to the differences in individual human beings — how different approaches,
experiences, and input affect people in different ways — recognized that there is no one-size-
fits-all method to cultivating the art of tears. And thus, he says:

Test your nature, to see from what kind of reason compunction comes, and frequently

have recourse to that. And also, observe from what kind of reason it diminishes, and cast

that away from yourself, so that God looks upon you with favor and gives the gift.!"®
If one wants to excel in the art of tears, and the cultivation of virtue in general, one must know
how to say no to lesser goods, just as the pianist must marry themselves to their instrument and
say no to so many other things in order to devote time to practice and rehearsal. And so, Anania
counsels, “Separate yourself from earthly diversions so that you occupy yourself with
compunction and tears, and the gift will take root in you.”!2°

Such an approach to virtue ethics had its origins in the philosophical schools of antiquity.
Here it is instructive to recall Pierre Hadot’s emphasis upon the centrality of spiritual exercises
(exercices spirituels) to ancient philosophical education in general in the ancient world, which
was then adopted by and further developed in monastic settings.'?! Hadot brought into focus the

way in which ancient philosophy was not concerned exclusively with abstract intellectual

pursuits — as is the case, by and large, within the academic discipline of philosophy today —

"o humpy qpp be umldwl be funplpgbudp wpo qupmsoncmgh dudwly, be Qomncsng pligpbo
qpufngr (I QunpSfh, ke primgunnbs qpin @iy, poghdud Qumnews fopogfd Sugf b mg ginplo, npng
10 G sprp &b gphin [Futig, [ gyl spunSunl gy qqfeedi, ke g ol fobo, ke qupdbug’ dfun g pp, (@4
20 Bhplypuiinp gpuw iy npngbu gplky, np qufdul b wpesncog popasgb, be g pSy wpd oy wn
pkg: MH 10:365.36.

121 'See Hadot, Exercices spirituels et philosophie antique (English translation by Michael Chase: Philosophy as a
Way of Life); idem, Qu est-ce que la philosophie antique? (English translation by Michael Chase: What is Ancient
Philosophy?); Sharpe, “Pierre Hadot (1922-2010).”
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but was first and foremost a bios, a way of life (manieére de vivre). This observation holds true
even more with regard to monasticism, which adopted many of the models and practices of the
late antique philosophical schools.

One of the pivotal figures in this regard was Evagrius of Pontus, who was trained both in
Christian Neoplatonist philosophy with the Cappadocian fathers and ascetic spirituality with the
desert monks of Egypt. His works present a synthesis of these two spheres. Nearly all his
writings are addressed to fellow monastics to explain and aid them in the ascetic path, including
the psychological and psychosomatic phenomena that confront the one travelling it, and to assist
them in the quest for spiritual knowledge (gnosis) and union with the divine (theosis). Evagrius’
ascetic-mystical system is well known from his trilogy Praktikos (cpg2430), Gnostikos
(cpg2431), and the Kephalaia Gnostika (cpg2432).'?? The overarching goal was intensive
training of body, mind, soul, and spirit, which would result in the transformation of the human
person into one who is unmoved by bodily passions and thus endowed with the mental clarity to
access spiritual knowledge and insight (gnosis) and achieve ever closer union with the divine
(theosis).'** This training of course takes place in stages and in a determined order. Thus,
Praktikos focuses upon the preliminary stages of ascetic discipline, training the body and desires
through practices of denial and engagement, in combat with bad thoughts and demons. Gnostikos
lays more emphasis on the deep, inner self, aiming to guide the mind into deeper spiritual

insight. The cryptic sayings in the Kephalaia Gnostika is meant only for the well advanced, to be

122 See bibliography for editions of these works. I also have included in parentheses the number of each work of
Evagrius according to that of the Clavis Patrum Graecorum, since sometimes his works are known under different
titles. Further bibliography may be found in Kalvesmaki, Guide to Evagrius Ponticus.

123 For further on Evagrius’ understanding of ascetic-mysticism, see Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus;
Guillaumont, Un philosophe au désert.
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used in conjunction with contemplation in quest of the higher stages of spiritual gnosis or
enlightenment.

Anania’s Book of Instruction bears much influence from Evagrius, bringing the same
goals to the cenobitic setting. To help them achieve this lofty aim, Anania provided the monks
under his charge with intensive training in ascetic or spiritual exercises, which taught them both
how to regulate their thoughts and emotions and how to redirect and transform their desires and
appetites. This made them capable of accessing the higher stages of gnosis and brought them
further along the path of theosis.

Like Evagrius, Anania’s ascetic-mystical program also targeted the inner and outer self
with strategic practices intended to facilitate the self’s transformation. In the early stages (the
equivalent of Evagrius’ Praktikos), to which the extant instructions of Anania are mostly
devoted, he, like the desert philosopher before him, focused not just on ascetic disciplines
targeting outward behavior, but on the reformation of the inner, unseen self. He taught that just
as one must direct one’s outward conduct with disciplined fasting, prayer, labors, poverty, and
the like, so one must cultivate the inward virtues of gentleness, humility, compassion, patience,
peacefulness, and the like. He writes:

And just as you direct your outward conduct (gkpbekyfs sfmpun), i.e. [with] fasting,

prayer, labors, and poverty, so also direct your inward disposition (guwlikpkenyfd pupn),

i.e. [be] gentle, humble, pleasant, merciful, without rancor, patient, peace-making,

forbearing, because one must in every way be pleasing to God, be cleansed of outward

faults as well as inward, spiritual vices, since the Pharisee and the foolish virgins rectified

only their outward conduct and were found unworthy [see Luke 18:9—14 and Matthew
25:1-13].1%4

P b npubu ghplokyf dupug nopbe’ qupeSa b quiguFu, qugfosmn o be quiiplgne i, sy b
quiibipleng(F pupu neqpbu’ kg, funiuupl, puggp, mpnpdud, winfulog, Swdpbpg, poguigupop, bplo g o,
purtigfr wuspen § wid s gisfe Swlng fiby Yuinnedong, bpbebyp wfumuiing dwppfy be gubbpbeng(d fr gl
wifnnfrg, puslogfy duspfubglts b gfulup fneoutpl ghpbbypo dpogh negyg byt gyuput be pammwb guw: Anania of
Narek, “To Priests,” MH 10:330.30.
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Since outward conduct is observable by others and thus easier to manage in the setting of
regulated monastic living, Anania placed the focus of his teaching on the inward disposition and
its reformation, teaching how practically to uproot the negative emotions of anger, hatred, greed,
and lust, and cultivate in their place love, compassion, gentleness, and humility.!?>

Such ascetic or spiritual exercises were pursued communally and individually. In addition
to participation in the public, communal liturgical services mentioned above, at Narek even
greater emphasis was laid upon a monk’s solitary prayer before God and individual practice,
which also was seen, in liturgical terminology, as a sacrifice (yuwwmwpug)."*® Speaking about
private prayer, Anania writes, “your prayer is a sacrifice to God; offer it before God with purity
of heart.”!?” A monk thus was trained to engage in mental and spiritual exercises, such as
meditation upon and memorization of Scripture, imageless and wordless contemplation,!?® as
well as more physically demanding exercises aimed at subduing bodily passions and appetites
and monitoring the senses, such as fasting, the sublimation of sexual energy and desire, solitude,
and vigil. A couple kilometers from Narek monastery are caves built into a nearby hill where
ascetics would take lengthy solitary retreats to engage in such training. We know that Gregory,
and other monks of Narek monastery, went there frequently and according to some traditions, he

wrote the bulk of his Book of Lamentation there.'*

125 He mentions this specifically in his “Evangelical, Apostolic, and Prophetic Speech and Instructions.” See MH
10:403-04.101-11.

126 Cowe, “Generic and Methodological Developments,” 680.

127 L2n LullLuLﬂ.g’l uum g 4‘ aumnl_b'n", upFnL[;buufF upm["_ funnn zlfuu Lun_ulgﬁ aumnl_é'n'!: Anania ofNarek,
“On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:369.61.

128 This was a characteristic feature of Evagrian spirituality and the traditions influenced by him. See Stewart,
“Imageless Prayer;” Tobon, “Words Spoken in Silence;”

129 On these caves, see Hakobyan, “Surb Grigor Narekats ‘u chgnarang.”
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As any clinical psychologist will affirm, the regulation of one’s thoughts is critical to
self-transformation. Evagrius is well known for his focus upon thoughts and their regulation and
was the first to develop a robust theory of the way thoughts operate and how to combat bad ones.
Anania likewise devoted a treatise to thoughts that reveals the impact of the desert master.!3? In
the following passage, Anania argues that all evil, like good, is first conceived before it is acted
upon:

As a servant waits on the command of his master, in the same way are all the senses
governed by thoughts, because first one conceives a good deed, and then performs it. As
also the prophet says, “I thought and kept your ways.”!3! Also, first one thinks about sin
and then commits it. As the prophet again says, “They conceived pains and begot
iniquity.”!3? And first one loves someone in their thoughts and then gives them gifts, as
when first the spirit of Jonathan was bound with David and then he took off his garments
and clothed him with them.!** And first one hates someone in their thoughts and then
murders them, as when first Joseph’s brothers hated him and then sold him into Egypt.'**
Now, it is evident that all the senses are activated through thoughts. For this reason, exert
yourself with all your strength and purify your thoughts from all invisible, sensual
passions and be especially on guard against lustful thoughts, about which the Lord also
says, “He committed adultery in his heart.”!

Both good and evil operate from the inside out, being conceived first in the thoughts before
being carried out. Anania recognized that the chief struggle lies within the mind, and like

Evagrius and many other writers from the ascetic tradition, he made use of what became the

130 “On Attention to Thoughts,” MH 10:356-359.

131 Pgalm 17:22; Isaiah 46:11.

132 Psalm 7:15(14).

133 See 1 Kingdoms (1 Samuel) 18:1-4.

134 See Genesis 37 at v. 4.

135 Matthew 5:28. Qnp wepfinuly Swnwy uupmuk {pudwif $Ewn fipn 5 U v wd Y (i ug i pl fr &knk
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typical monastic language of battle and combat to describe the interior struggle of the self against
the invisible powers that introduce bad thoughts. An example is the following passage from the
same treatise:

And when the [bad] thought comes, be alarmed and combat it, confess and repent, so that
you do not welcome it in, grow accustomed to it, and then be conquered by it. About this
the apostle says, “We dismantle thoughts and every elevation of thoughts and we take
every thought captive into obedience to Christ.”!3¢ Now, as a thief has darkness as his
weapon and comes in the night to steal, then when they bring light he is alarmed by the
light and driven off, so also Satan is a thief. When he sees your mind darkened, he
debilitates you; at that time, shine the light of Christ into your mind and Satan will be
driven off and your mind will be illumined...And as they build a wall around a city prior
to the coming of the enemy, so you also, fortify in advance your mind with fasting,
prayer, and tears, then God will see your diligence and illumine your mind. And do not
consider transgression by thoughts to be insignificant, for pride and envy and hatred
come about by means of thoughts and they are heinous sins. Just as while enemies are
outside of the stronghold, it is possible to easily guard against them, yet if they fight and
take the stronghold and enter it, then it is difficult to drive them out from there; so also
for you in regard to the war with thoughts. While [a thought] is outside the stronghold of
your mind, be on guard against it. For if it [i.e. the thought] makes battle and takes your
stronghold and enters inside, then it will bring much trouble upon you.!3’

Anania’s approach to thoughts and the battle against invisible powers that lay siege against the

one engaged in ascetic struggle is typically Evagrian and broadly in line with what had become

136 2 Corinthians 10:4-5.
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ﬂziuulf[ﬁl wiin pr g [154' uuf[ing[ﬁl, lZ,[IL[ILLIL J'Iupﬂﬁ ll‘l’""l’”i"”[ [1 il itk I'ul[ b[fr’;— Lflu[unnl_gblul wline zluufpngfl
b ik [1 ilb[i.gu,‘!w.lflrhu:f ll,o"nl_luplﬁl £ 4wilbl zliou lufun[l: (L’"”i‘;_" |73 . zlu[wmbpuullf [’”’[’4["}"52” lf[liltl}bll
winupriy [154' uuf[ingﬁ lfmu:gll, £, zlzfnl_zwgﬁ[r [1 Ul wik - I"u[l bﬂ;— lflulnnnl_glnul wlhine qw'fp"g'} ke ik [1
pr,gu, 'Ilu'lfld'uuf Lun_uu_bl luzjulumnl_[;["jl CqunLgluiJ;‘ ebq: Anania of Narek, “On Attention to ThOllghtS.” MH
10:358-59.30-33, 37-42.
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the monastic norm.!*® Anania would have introduced his spiritual children at Narek to this from
the first time they began to deal with negative emotions.

So, in addition to intellectual formation, which we associate most closely with education
today, spiritual and bodily training was also of central performance to monastic education. This
holistic approach to the formation of the human person had as its principal goal the shaping of
the whole self into the likeness of Christ, propelling the individual on the path to deification

(thedsis, wuwnnLwmgne ), the ultimate goal of a monk.'*

Writing and the Use of Texts to Aid the Ascetic-Mysticial Quest

Writing and texts were also brought into the service of this chief monastic goal. Anania
was likely the primary writing teacher at Narek, overseeing those engaged in literary
composition. Two of his pupils went on to become major authors of the era: Grigor and Uxtangés.
As mentioned already, Uxtanés called Anania a “renowned rhetorician.” He also referred to him
as a “skilled poet (pwhfipniy yynebunfplynu),” “spiritual author (4ngbenp $bgpinuly),” and as the
“harp of the spirit (pluys $rgenys).”!*? Throughout this study, it has become clear how Anania
excelled across a number of different genres: theological disputation and argumentation,
ascetical instructions, and panegyric.

Rather than being pursued for the purpose of entertainment or creative expression and
aesthetic beauty alone — although it was that too — texts composed for internal use in monastic

settings were written and employed to aid the ascetic-mystical quest of monastics.!*! As

138 See for example, Evagrius of Pontus, On the Thoughts (cpg2450) or the Antirrhetikos (cpg2434).
139 Russell, Doctrine of Deification.

140 Uxtanés, History of Armenia 1.1, MH 15:453.58, 455.71.

141 T have written about this monastic approach to texts in Arlen, “Texts for Keeping Watch.”
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mentioned above, Anania’s instructions reveal his prominent use of wisdom literature, including
modeling his own writings on that tradition. Like Evagrius — who wrote scholia and
commentaries on biblical wisdom literature, including one each on Proverbs (cpg2458.4) and
Ecclesiastes (cpg2458.5)!4? — and other writers from the monastic tradition, Anania’s texts
reveal significant impact from the Solomonic corpus and the book of Psalms both in terms of
content and genre. The impact of the book of Ecclesiastes upon Anania’s “On this Transitory
World” and Solomonic literature in general on his corpus has been noted in a recent study.'*
Inspired by the biblical book of Proverbs, Anania also had a predilection for composing proverbs
of his own taken from the operation of the natural world in order to draw lessons for, and
illustrate teaching about, human reality and ethical behavior. This occurs in many of the
instructions. An illustrative example may be taken from “On Patience and Peace:”

As fire when it finds tinder flares up and burns down places, then when that matter is

exhausted it is quickly extinguished, so it is with the hurt feelings of your brother. If you

provide tinder by continually harping on the matter, then the problem will be kindled all

the more and hatred will be engendered.'#*
Another example from the same work is the following:

As rain descends drop by drop from above collects and raises a flood, so it is with hurt.

When you launch words at your brother, then they mix together with other words and
anger grows.!#

142 For editions see the bibliography. He also wrote one on the Psalms (cpg2455). A critical edition of the latter is
being prepared by Marie-Joséphe Rondeau. See also Dysinger, Psalmody and Prayer.
143 See Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate,” 249-50, which also includes a translation of “On this Transitory World.”
An examination of the scriptural references and allusions in his Book of Instruction reveals biblical wisdom
literature’s profound impact on that work.
" Qe plptissly S e, yrpdusd Sfp[F el , prppnpluy’ qiugped SpgbSE, pul pooguljuaky S g
wpmg i bu Qfifuslsfr, wpumybu b qunpuidncGpes ghypoepl, BFL ufn fF mun gnpndne @t pubpy, i wnwky
ﬁg[i[zn@ﬁ 2111[171 Eo lumblnl_ﬂ[n_il 6’2111171[1: MH 1034043 .

Qg i pplnnly whdpk fpofbpncan wn uwlue sl ffbwy” pugdwiog be Skqby gupneguil, wpogbo b
qunprid e [Fhusts puiti, ynpdund wnplu jkqpuyph, pufidud be wgyy pap podfumpl fpuanBpb, ke paploc e wsh
MH 10:340.46.
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Texts like these reveal the prominent influence of the tradition of wisdom literature upon
Anania’s own writing, revealing how he creatively adapted the genre to the tenth-century setting
of large-scale cenobitic monasticism.

The adaptation of wisdom literature to an ascetic setting is also characteristic of
Evagrius’ corpus. The desert father is credited with the invention of the ‘chapters’ (capita,
kephalaia) genre, which drew in part from biblical wisdom literature, particularly Proverbs, and
became one of the primary genres in subsequent Byzantine monastic literature.'#¢ To my
knowledge, Anania is the first writer in Armenian to have composed kephalaia according to the
Evagrian model, in a text known under the title “Recapitulated and Condensed Sentences on the
Things Said to You Before [Qfumrnpbusyy b 4unfunmn pup fuwnls punw wumghingy].”'*
As the title indicates, it is composed of sentences (kephalaia, capita) that in a very condensed
form contain the bulk of Anania’s teaching as it is known from the Book of Instruction.
Unfortunately, the text is not well preserved in the manuscript tradition and breaks off after 128
capita, and so it is not possible to determine how lengthy the original was, or whether there were
different cycles of capita, as for example is the case with Evagrius’ Kephalaia Gnostika. The
pithy nature of the kephalaia facilitated their memorization and thus functioned as an aide-
mémoire for the main contours of Anania’s ascetic teaching, which was also one of the reasons
Evagrius developed the genre of kephalaia.'*®

One of the most striking literary methods employed at Narek was the composition of

powerful, thythmic and alliterative poetic texts meant to be used in conjunction with spiritual

146 See Géhin, “““Les collections de kephalaia monastiques;” Kalvesmaki, “Evagrius in the Byzantine Genre of
Chapters;” Konstantinovsky, Evagrius Ponticus, 23.

147 MH 10:421-427.

148 See Stewart, “Evagrius Ponticus on Monastic Pedagogy,” 358.
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exercises in order to aid the monk’s self-transformation. Such works also took the Psalms and
wisdom literature of the Bible as their models, adapting them to the aims of monks in the
contemplative, monastic setting. Like the kephalaia of Evagrius, they were meant to be
memorized and meditated upon in order to promote ascetic virtue and to be used in conjunction
with the practice of an ascetic discipline such as fasting or keeping watch (vigil).'*” Anania
referred to these compositions as “prompts” (uyumumnp), and included them in his various
ascetic instructions, to be used as aids in acquiring virtue or in overcoming obstacles to mystical
union. For example, in “On Compunction and Tears,” Anania says that the “prompts” he gives
are to be employed in order to help spark tears when the heart is hardened and tears are not
immediately forthcoming: “So then, whenever you wish to shed tears and your heart is hardened,
give yourself prompts before God in this way.”!>® An example of such a prompt is the following
passage:
Also make this a prompt (wum&mwn) and model (wepftindy) for compunction: Who
praises a king for having possessions and heaps of treasures? For that is customary for
kings. But we marvel when a king inclines to the poor and has mercy on [i.e., gives alms
to] the orphan and widow. So also You, oh Creator, it is no marvel that You created the
heavens and earth out of nothing, because such is the ability of your creative power. But
we marvel that You descended from heaven, took the form of a servant,'>! granted
paradise to the thief with a single word,!>? forgave the prostitute at your holy feet,!>

made the prodigal son worthy of a kiss.!>* Now, have mercy also upon me, oh Creator,
not according to my worth, but according to Your great mercy.!>

149 For further on memory, texts, and their relationship to asceticism in Evagrius, see Krawiec, “Literacy and
Memory.” On the use of the Grigor’s Book of Lamentation in the context of a monk’s private vigil, see Arlen, “Texts
for Keeping Watch.”
B0 U grpouad fypaddfos sapunusmily, b appng puspusghug (fbof, qoe wjpusgho sunSuon wmep Gomncdag: Anania
of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:376.126.
151 See Philippians 2:7-8.
152 See Luke 23:43.
153 See Luke 7:36-50.
154 See Luke 15:11-32 at 20.
13 Passpp dbrsay” quusgs sapross squsinSousrn bo swir plioly g fidists. Qfwmqunp o'y np quifl, bFE fugu nihf b dfFbpu
quitidneg, gf wgl unfnpncpud § [Fuguenpug, wyy piog wg qupdubudp, np jugpumned pinbpéh b nppngh
[cott. uppngi] ke wyprngts mgmpdp: Uguigbu be g, Upupps, ' § qupdwip, bF4 qbplpin be ghbphfyp gngpigh
wpplp, qfr wyl pr wpupgulpud quiepne ety § fupngncfpo, wyy phey wgh qupdwiodp, np bpljsby
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Another example, drawn from the same work, is the following passage:

Just as a king’s portrait, painted with colors upon a canvass, when the king sees it grown
old and tarnished to the point of ignominy, he orders it to be restored according to the
original likeness; likewise I, oh Creator, created in Your image, have made it [i.e., the
divine image in me] old through sin. Now, restore it [in me], oh Doer of good, according
to Your great mercy.!®

Another striking example of a prompt, this time from “On this Transitory World,” which was
meant to help the monk overcome the fleeting temptations of this world, goes as follows:

Now, meditate on all this and keep it firmly in mind so you can overcome the world:
Humans also can quickly be changed,
for although they rise up as the heavens,
they are reduced to dust like the earth.
They spread out as a cloud,
and dissipate like a raindrop.
They bloom radiant as a flower,
and wither away like grass.
They flare up as a flame,
and fade away like smoke.
They whirl about as a storm,
and fall apart like a spiderweb.
They erupt like a furnace,
and are extinguished as flickering embers.
They surge like the sea,
and sink to the depths like sand.
They stand stately as a tree,
and fall away like a leaf.!®’

fortmp kg, qlybpupuputn Sunugh wnkp, weogqulflo dfing pubpe qpofoent inplkgkp, quon bl popn unepp
qupgugupy [Froghp, quinanwl npgpi Sudpnepp wpdwih wpupbp: Gpg, wydd be fid ngnpdbo, Upopls, ng po
wpduhbwy fulng, wyy pum FESfr ngnpdnfdbwi pred: Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:363—
64.27-29.

0 Passppdbosay” g ssn pfrlossly o smssfumsslyfs Slpusp sy g p wpusnlphp Fusgusnpfr, bbby qupu g pop
Stuglusy ke unginbybuy gubnopgn By’ fbpunpl inpng by Spudgl fuguenpl pon weoffh sl el
Uyusghu b b, Upuspfg, unbndhy f po wpunhbpg Simgnegh dhquep: Upn, inpnglw, Rupbpup, pun Bk f
ngapdncfdbwing pnod: Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,” MH 10:377-78.130-32.

Further examples may be found in that work or in “On this Transitory World,” a translation of which may be found
in Cowe, “Renewal of the Debate.”

BT Vs ke duspns fuuspfp wopusgussgbu shrprpufs | 2p [F gk npubo qbplfio popdpatg, | Dpgb qbplpp
dfupustinsy, | pugbu quids uprf | Ge npuybo fuffy gwlued, | Qpybe Sugpl st | Ge npayba fomm
iy, | (pugbu prg pappeph | Ge apube $acfu jncswip, | Dpabe dppfl o @nplp
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As Tamrazyan has observed, such texts by Anania are the precursor to those that Gregory
developed and perfected in the Discourses (pmGf) that make up his Book of Lamentation.'>® And
we know that this book was specifically requested by ascetics to be used in conjunction with
their solitary spiritual exercises.!>* One may compare, for example, the above passage of
Anania’s with the following portion from the second discourse of Gregory’s Book of
Lamentation:

Why have you hardened the heart of my miserable self to not fear You, oh Ineffable and
Awful One?

Let me not be fruitless in my small labor, like a negligent sower of barren land.
May I not: labor, but not give birth,

lament, but not shed tears,

meditate, but not sigh,

cloud, but not rain,

run, but not arrive,

raise my voice, but not be heard by you,

supplicate, but remain ignored,

groan, but not be pitied,

beg, but not be helped at all,

sacrifice myself, but not be consumed (on the altar),

see you, but walk away empty.

Hear me, before I call out to you, who alone are mighty.!¢?

This was likely the particular focus of Anania’s writing instruction to the monks at Narek. This

form was initiated by Anania and brought to fruition by his pupil Grigor: to creatively use

Narek, “On this Transitory World,” MH 10:353.42—43. I have included here only the beginning for purposes of
space. The full “prompt’ is over two pages long in the large MH edition.

158 T*amrazyan, Anania Narekats ‘i, 253-275.

159 The opening of the book mentions that it was written “at the request of the father monks and the many hermits (f
[l’li“l»[’”.{ CUIngfLufl 4111[15 lf[lulil&lllilg |73 Fuullflug uliuuuiluuuul[lufuug).” Grigor OfNarek, Book ofLamental‘ion, MH
12:49-50.

"0 Lig b fuup prusgnegustile qufopn bylilyngs | Qbpliighy fp pkts, wiSun b wluinp: | Up' byby wiquney pofiopp
Jumimmlynga’ | hpp wspwul wbpdubng whpbppp bphpp: | R (fgf (v bpliby, be ng Stwbiky, | gpoy, be ng
lu[unluunl_bl, /Illnp4lrl, |73 n§ 4Lun_luzbl, / alfulbl, |73 n§ uﬁl&[iln_bl, /Eflﬂuﬁuul, |73 n§ 4luuluilbl, /I‘fl& &Lu'ﬂlbl, |7 -Bb‘l
ng (uby, | Duwiquunfy, b wlnnbu Sy, | Yoglyypy, be ng nqgnpdpy, | Gqughy, e ng (g weguby, | Qndhy, ke ng

Grigor of Narek, Book of Lamentation 3.C, MH 12:59.79-94.
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Scripture and examples from the natural and human world to compose texts to be used in
conjunction with ascetic practices and the development of virtue.

This reconstruction of the educational system that Anania introduced at the monastic
academy of Narek has made it clear that education was not principally or primarily an abstract,
intellectual pursuit. Rather, it was an initiation into a bios or maniére de vivre, to use Hadot’s
terms. In addition to reading and study of the Scriptures, Patristics, and the subjects of the
trivium, a monk was also trained in ascetic or spiritual exercises and the cultivation of virtue in
order to acquire a second nature and transform the self into the divine likeness. The use of texts,
both the communal performance of liturgical services as well as the private use of texts such as
Anania’s “prompts” or Grigor’s “discourses,” in conjunction with ascetic exercises and
contemplation aided this most lofty of aims. It is thanks to such a well-integrated and holistic
system of education targeting the whole human self — intellect and mind, body, soul, and spirit
— that Narek monastery, under the leadership of Anania, became such a famous center of
learning and spirituality, whose approach influenced the later monastic centers in Cilicia, Greater

Armenia, and throughout the broader Armenian oikoumené into the early modern period.
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CHAPTER 4
UNIFORMITY AND PLURALITY IN AN AGE OF DYNAMIC CHANGE:
ANANIA, THE T°'ONDRAKITES, AND INTERNAL ECCLESIASTICAL AND SOCIETAL

CRISES

|11 wjud Aurwwnny U npnh br dwnwlig h 66linbGL LrllﬁéliL h ébpniphil, b h YwhniwbGl lfhﬁzhl_
h yupnippil, pod winep br punwunwGl be funnegnod G wpnwp Yonn £6 U.uanénJ pojnp
dwpnlynipbwuliu:

I am a child and inheritor of this faith, from birth to old age, from death to resurrection, when
both judgment and recompense [will be measured out] on God’s just scales to all of us humans.

— Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession”

This chapter centers on the complicated issue of Anania’s relationship with the
T ondrakians. The T ondrakians or T ondrakites (Arm. 7 ondrakec ik, nugpmlkgfp) as the
group was referred to — they called themselves Christians — was a community centered around
a village in Apahunik known as T‘ondrak (modern-day Tondiirek in Turkey)! that existed
outside the structure of the established Armenian Church.? According to extant sources about the
community, the T ondrakites rejected the official church’s sacramental forms, including baptism,
eucharist, marriage, ordination rites, and episcopal hierarchy. They had their own way of
performing these rites and their own organizational structure. During the period that relates to

this study, the movement, or at least views associated with the community, spread to other parts

! A rather desolate and volcanic region, the name of the village may be related to the ancient Near Eastern root for a
furnace, tanur/tandur/tonir. Polemicists exploited this connection when they claimed that the heretics were rightly
so called, since their inheritance would be the eternal flames of Gehenna. See Russell, “Last of the Paulicians,” 686.
2 In this chapter I will interchangeably use terms such as “established Church,” “mainstream Church,” “institutional
Church,” “official Church,” “Apostolic Church,” “Orthodox Church,” or simply “the Church” to refer to the official
Armenian Church in distinction to other communities such as the T ondrakites or Paulicians, who did not belong to
it.
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of the Armenian oikoumené, specifically the southern and western portions, including
Vaspurakan where Narek was located. In the tenth century, Anania, Grigor, and other monastic
figures were either accused of or came under suspicion of being T ‘ondrakites.

There are a number of questions that have perplexed scholars about the T ondrakian
movement and about which scholarly consensus has not been established. What was their origin
and relation to previous non-orthodox, dissident, or syncretistic communities that were active in
different areas of Armenia, especially the Paulicians, but also earlier groups, such as the
Manichaeans, Messalians (and/or Mciné/Mcinéut ‘iwn), Borborites, and others?? What was the
core agenda and motivation of the movement? That is, was it primarily a religious, political, or
socio-economic movement, or a combination of one or more of the above?* What precisely were
the theological and Christological beliefs of the group?®> What was the afterlife of the
community, including its relation to later Christian and Muslim sectarian communities?®

Naturally, this chapter does not seek to review all the above issues, fascinating as they
are. In my treatment, I would like to focus on exploring two aspects related to the T ondrakite
controversy and Anania’s own entanglement within it. The first is the strong association in some
of the sources between monastic/ascetic figures and the T ondrakites, beginning with Anania
himself. Anania was commissioned by Catholicos Anania Mokac'i to write a treatise against the

movement, in which he defended the official Armenian Church’s beliefs and practices (on which

3 This is addressed in Garsoian, Paulician Heresy; Nersessian, Tondrakian Movement; and Dadoyan, Armenians in
the Medieval Islamic World, vol. 1.

4 The standard approach in Soviet Armenia was to interpret it as a socio-economic movement expressed in religious
terms. See the studies cited in Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 24 n. 58. Garsoian chose instead to focus on the doctrinal
matters pertaining to the controversy. Vrej Nersessian attempted a synthesis between the two; see especially
Tondrakian Movement, 73-83.

5 This is the central question pursued, for example, in Garsoian, Paulician Heresy.

6 This question has been taken up in the following studies: Conybeare, Key of Truth; Moosa, Extremist Shiites, 432—
447; Russell, “Last of the Paulicians;” Ohanjanyan, “The Key of Truth.”
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see below), yet despite this, Anania — along with several other monastic and ascetic figures of
the tenth and early eleventh century — was accused of being a T ondrakite. How could Anania
be denounced as a T ondrakite despite having written a treatise against the movement? Likewise,
how could a bishop, such as Yakobos of Hark', be accused of belonging to an anti-hierarchical
and anti-establishment movement?’ Such data seem at first glance counterintuitive, since, among
other things, abbots and bishops were immersed in the established Church’s liturgical cycle and
rituals and enmeshed within its structure, whereas the T ‘ondrakians rejected the same and
operated outside of it. How is one to understand this apparent contradiction?

The second issue, related to the first, pertains to the agenda and beliefs of the movement.
However, rather than seeking to recover the T ondrakian agenda and beliefs, I would like to turn
the question around and ask how it was perceived and interpreted as a threat by the established
Church. How did the chief representatives of the establishment Church, such as Catholicos
Anania Mokac i, understand the “T ‘ondrakite” label and what did he mean by employing it
against ascetic and monastic figures? In shifting this focus of the latter question away from the
T ondrakites’ actual beliefs and towards their perception and representation by the Church
establishment and the subsequent use of the term against figures threatening to the hierarchy, we
actually move closer to addressing the question that the extant sources allow us to pose.

The central difficulty confronting scholars who have occupied themselves with the
question of what the T ‘ondrakians actually believed is that no texts issuing directly from the

community contemporary to their main period of activity from the ninth to twelfth centuries are

7 See Aristakes Lastivertc'i, History 22.
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extant.® Therefore, as is often the case with defunct heretical communities, in order to recover
some idea of their beliefs one has only the sources of their opponents to work with. In the present
case, these sources issue from clerical historians and other figures belonging to the established
Church, who thus are writing from a polemical standpoint. Thus, one of course must use extreme
caution, since such sources are generally full of invective, fabricated accusations of impure and
wicked deeds engaged in by the heretical community in question, and hyperbolic or other
distortions of their beliefs, including attributing beliefs or practices to the group that they did not
actually believe or practice but which were known to be characteristic of other heretical groups.’
Armenian sources are no exception to this general rule. On the contrary, they exemplify it
admirably.!? For this reason, we may never be able to say with confidence what exactly the
beliefs and practices of the T ondrakians were. However, through careful reading of the
polemical texts written against them by their opponents, one may uncover how and why the
T ondrakians were perceived to be a threat by the establishment church and what the label came
to signify when it was employed by such figures against their opponents. Following this line of
inquiry, we may gain insight into the first issue and come to understand how it could be the case
that ascetic and monastic figures were associated with the T ondrakians (i.e., viewed by the

establishment as representing the same or a similar threat to that posed by the T ‘ondrakites).

8 The Key of Truth (Pwlwh 6)dwpinnipbwb), once held to be a manual of the Paulicians whose original was written
between the seventh to ninth centuries, is no longer considered to be so, despite espousing many of the same beliefs
as those we hear reported about the pre-modern T ondrakians. It seems to have been written in the late eighteenth
century and to bear influence from modern European Protestant Theology (suggestions have included Anabaptist,
Calvinist, Baptist, and Lutheran). One may read about its origins and the arguments against its medieval provenance
in Nersessian, Tondrakian Movement, 89-96 and Ohanjanyan, “The Key of Truth.” For the text of the Key of Truth,
see Conybeare, Key of Truth.

? A prime example may be found in Russell, “Mother of All Heresies.”

19 For a survey of the principal Armenian sources, see Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, esp. pp. 80—111; Nersessian,
Tondrakian Movement, esp. pp. 1-5, 55-72.
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In order to understand these issues in their full contextual complexity, it is necessary to
take a wide purview and to consider the threat of the T ondrakians in light of other societal and
ecclesiastical crises that marked the period from the ninth to the eleventh centuries. In so doing,
we will be able to set the T ‘ondrakian threat to the Church hierarchy in relation to the other
factors threatening the Church’s position and authority during this period. These include both
external (an encroaching, imperialist Byzantine Church, specifically from the second half of the
tenth century onwards) as well as internal threats (the T ondrakians and other revolt movements;
the separatism of the metropolitan of Siwnik" and the catholicos of Caucasian Albania, power
struggles between the catholicos with vardapets and abbots (such as Anania) and
ascetically/spiritually-inclined bishops (such as Xosrov Anjewac‘i and Yakobos, bishop of
Hark"). But first let us introduce the most relevant sources to the T ‘ondrakite issues that will be

pursued in this chapter before returning to these issues.

THE PRINCIPAL SOURCES
The following sources are the most important for pursuing the questions posed in this
chapter.!! Anania’s Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians [ZwlufiwnniphiG plngtd Bnlgpulbging]
was the first and most important source relating to the theological aspects of the controversy
between the T ondrakites and the established church. It is very unfortunate that only a small
fragment of the work survives to the present day. Extrapolating from the detailed ecclesiological

discussion of various ways of understanding the “church (£4&qkgf),” which comprises the

1 For a survey of other sources that relate to the T ondrakites and also the Paulicians, see Garsoian, Paulician
Heresy, esp. pp. 80—111; Nersessian, Tondrakian Movement, esp. pp. 1-5, 55-72; Lemerle, “L’histoire des
pauliciens;” Hamilton and Hamilton, Christian Dualist Heresies. A bibliography is maintained by Carl Dixon on his
Academia.edu page: https://www.academia.edu/49599147/The Paulicians A Bibliography
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fragmentary excerpt of the work preserved by Yovhannés Erznkac‘i, one may deduce that
Anania’s original Refutation was a rather lengthy and exhaustive treatise that in turn discussed,
explained, and defended various issues of ecclesiology, including the sacraments, liturgy, and
ritual, and other church practices and doctrine that were rejected by the T ondrakites. From
Grigor Magistros, we learn that Anania’s Refutation was commissioned by Catholicos Anania
Mokac ‘i.'?

Anania’s Refutation was referred to by every subsequent writer who had occasion to deal
with the doctrinal aspects of the T ondrakite controversy and was considered to be the definitive
treatment of the matter. The first such writer to express this opinion is Grigor of Narek, who in
his letter to KEaw monastery (on which, see below) refers to Anania and his Refutation three
times.!3 Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, who devotes only a single line of his Universal History to Smbat
Zarehawan and the T ‘ondrakite movement, also notes the significance of Anania’s Refutation.'*
Grigor Magistros (on whom, see below) likewise refers the Syrian catholicos to Anania’s

Refutation so that the former may gain an accurate understanding of the doctrinal matters

12 Therefore, its terminus ante quem is ca. 963-966 (the date of Anania Mokac‘i’s death). On the date of Anania
Mokac‘i’s catholicosal tenure, see Greenwood, Universal History,222 n. 91,92 and 232 n. 155. See also T ‘amrazyan,
Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:144.

13 Firstly, in the beginning of the letter, he censures the abbot for apparently ignoring Anania’s Refutation (ko
qlpQuibsply mbumns Thpny qUinbifugf qgupduimg ps SmluSmnn o Sadwlfb qpopobsloi woky fof
luilu[lumbCu, l[lulf g aumnl_a'nl[ lluuu_ubgbull: MH 12: 10872) Secondly, after reVieWing the erroneous beliefs of the
T ondrakians, he says that his uncle and teacher (Anania) had already demolished their views (U, guyunufl
Sureplgpuypt Jbp be fwpgugln, Bk pliin Hhudp piigppn wpopboy pppbe qUomncedng funugnd be
wibipanfl ppp gl bwfuadapnply, e bag quewogbpope SagSnn el whoepfiikngh
ﬁ‘nflﬂw[lbuﬁlgb, [34‘ ng lfb'g Llluflnl_il uilla'ngil [1 4wlfFLuLl1L5 [1 ulul[uu_ [1712 nnny Ll,[un;‘lug MH 12: 108821) Finally, at
the end of the letter, he admonishes the abbot to order copies of Anania’s Refutation to be made (ke g4uweph
Ussafussyfo gy frusip e [Flwsidp qulusnbustonts, np pigqbd $Sbpdnewsniqugh Sngu mwpbuy qpbug, be qnep qpk)
Spudugbghkp: MH 12:1089.37)

4 MH 15.753.52; Greenwood, Universal History, 229.
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pertaining to the controversy.!> Finally, in the twelfth century, when referring to the critiques of
the T ondrakians against the established Church in one of his encyclical letters, Nersés Shnorhali
says that Anania had already given a complete response to all of them in his Refutation.'® Rather
than rehash the treatment Anania had already given, most of the writers mentioned above simply
refer their readers to Anania’s treatise. For modern scholars interested in the movement, it is
therefore all the more lamentable that nothing more than a short fragment of this significant work
survives today. With so many testimonia from pre-modern authors, especially their ordering
multiple copies to be made, one may find it surprising that no more than a fragment of Anania’s
treatise is extant. It is possible that Anania’s Refutation was intentionally destroyed after the
T ondrakian movement begun to fade away or move underground in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, on the fear that others could be corrupted by coming across their views in Anania’s
Refutation. Just such a sentiment is expressed by Aristakes Lastivertc'i when he writes:
But we considered it improper to put their foul works into writing because they are so
filthy, and, furthermore, because not everyone is unshaken by what they hear. The
mention of many sins stimulates those who hear and even leads them to perform such
deeds themselves. For this reason, I avoided [mentioning] them.!’
It is equally possible that the treatise simply ceased to be copied in subsequent centuries, once
the Church was no longer occupied with the T ‘ondrakite threat.

Despite authoring this treatise, as mentioned before, Anania himself was accused of being

a T‘ondrakian later in life, during the catholicosal reign of Xa¢ ik I ArSaruni (sed. 972/3 —

O Uy s o' pusSusstiss syl wrepp b 8funcufs Shunk by prpnph wgpolpul ubpnn P, b w'n pu@bpglbp,
bj#5 qunghu guigydd quicwn fr, quppngh ke qbppye bpaikfodwpgosgbopy g fpe Qbabpugh, qop b i png mbon
ai’wiI[lUlJil [lwﬂnl_llﬁl[nu[ﬁl 4111""5: Letters—II no. 4 (67) MH 16:196.32.

16 There are many printings of these letters. See, for example, Nersgs Snorhali, Encyclical Letters, 269. Translation
of the relevant passage may be found in Mah¢, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 54, n. 209.

VT Pusyy qiimuus d8qinh qanpd wingquingu Suduplyup phg g wpljpbby, pubgp Qupf wqubf §. bogfong
sl b gls np syliguilpgel § puliphup, pugidug Shqugh ghyuonuly f fosponwto &gl qrusequl be f Qunmpned
Llnpa'anl ["lq lué'g‘, I{llluil luJunF[d[ b bu [unJu b JlllJillfLu’l;‘: Aristakes Lastiverc‘i, HiStOI’y 23, MH 16:622.46.
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990/1).'* He was thus compelled to write a “Letter of Confession” (fiyr furnunnsfusfine [Fhusts) to
the catholicos, in which he professed his orthodox beliefs and sought to clear his name, in part by
referencing his earlier work that denounced T ondrakian views and defended the Church.

The second most important source is Grigor of Narek’s “Letter to KEaw Monastery
(Prrigfd pr énpulyuy bt puljwSwenp nofon® Y8uwewy)” preserved in the Book of Letters (%hpf
pnpng)- It was written to admonish that monastery and its abbot because of their alleged
tolerance towards T ondrakites and their beliefs and apparent commerce with the T ondrakite
community. The letter contains valuable summary information concerning T ‘ondrakite beliefs
and practices and has also been understood by scholars to be a summation or outline of the main
points of Anania’s lost Refutation. It also gives valuable information on the early phase of the
movement in the first half of the ninth century, relating to Smbat of Zarehawan’s execution by
the Qaysite emir Abii’l-Ward.

Grigor’s Book of Lamentation (Jwwnbw( nnpbpgnipbwb) can also be read within the
backdrop of the T ondrakite controversy. Certain discourses (zwip) focus on aspects relevant to
the controversy and as a whole the book emerges as a powerful defense of the institutional
church — its creed, sacraments, and liturgy. For example, discourses 33 and 34 articulate the
established church’s creedal confession of faith, discourse 53 is a profound meditation on the
mystery of holy communion, discourse 75 is an encomiastic reflection on creedal ecclesiology,
while two of the latter discourses reflect on important ritual items: 92 on the semantron and 93

on the holy chrism (miwron).

18 T amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:131-32.
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From the mid-eleventh century, two letters of Grigor Magistros — who was appointed
Dux of Mesopotamia by Emperor Constantine IX Monomachus (r. 1042—1055) — also contain
important information about the T ‘ondrakites. Grigor Magistros actively persecuted and
uprooted the T ondrakite community which was active in Byzantine Mesopotamia (which at the
time also included the districts of Vaspurakan and Tardn and thus comprised the core territory of
the community).!” He knew of their beliefs and practices from first-hand accounts. He had seen
(and then destroyed) some of their own writings during one of his campaigns against them and
had learned about their beliefs and practices from two T ondrakite leaders that he had
interrogated.?’ One of his letters is addressed to the T ‘ondrakites themselves (Letters-II no. 5
[68]) while another (already referred to above) was sent to the Syriac catholicos (Letters-II no. 4
[67]), one of the major ecclesiastical hierarchs in the area. The T ondrakites had appealed to the
Syriac catholicos to be accepted into his jurisdiction and taken under his protection. The
catholicos had then written to Grigor Magistros as the leading Byzantine secular official in the
region, and in this letter, which is Grigor Magistros’ reply to the catholicos, he attempts to
persuade the latter not to accept the T ondrakites or provide them refuge because of the danger
they pose as a heretical community.

The last important source for our purposes is the History of Aristakes Lastivertc ‘i, which
was written in the 1070s and covers the period from the end of the tenth century until 1071.
Written in order to provide an account for the Seljuk conquests and the loss of major cities,
Aristakes’ History explains these events by following the biblical literary model of depicting

foreign invasion and subsequent exile and dispersion as a result of divine punishment for

19 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 98.
20 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 98.
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corporate and communal sin and societal corruption.?! Aristakés was also deeply influenced by
his older contemporary Yovhannés of Kozein’s millenarian speculation and apocalypticism,
which was employed as a lens through which to interpret the real meaning and cause behind the
catastrophic events of the period.?? It is in this context and motivated by such views that
Aristakes devotes two chapters to discussing various examples of T ‘ondrakite activity and the
way that the “heretical sect” spread throughout various southern and western districts of the
Armenian oikoumené in the 22" and 23" chapters of his History. It is telling that these two
chapters immediately precede his account of the Seljuk invasion of Ani and slaughter of the local
population. By this literary positioning, the reader is led to deduce that the T ‘ondrakite heresy

was a latent cause for the destruction visited upon the great Bagratid capital.

DYNAMISM AND SOCIETAL UPHEAVAL

Political Instability and Charismatic Leaders of Popular Movements: Babak and the
Khurammi; Smbat and the T ondrakites

The period from the ninth to eleventh centuries is one of dynamic change in the
Armenian oikoumené. In the first chapter, we surveyed some of the principal changes and
developments that occurred on the political plane. At the start of the ninth century, Arminiya was
a large province consisting of Greater Armenia, Eastern Iberia (K art‘li), and Caucasian Albania
(Aluank "), governed by a caliphal representative (ostikan) who had a seat in Duin and P‘artaw.
Efforts were being made to further integrate Arminiya into the ‘Abbasid Caliphate, such as the

settling of Arab tribes in the caliphal North, some of which established emirates in the region. By

21 Cowe, “Two Tales of a City,” 98-102.
22 Cowe, “Two Tales of a City,” 100-01.
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the second half of the ninth century, however, the large administrative entity of Arminiya began
to disintegrate into smaller units. The Arab tribes, which were meant to bind the province closer
to the caliphate, developed semi-independent trajectories of their own, with some merging into
the local naxarar structure of Armenian society through intermarriage and alliances. At the same
time, the ostikanate became a dynastic position that increasingly began to operate out of its own
interest (rather than that of the caliph’s). With crisis at the caliphal center during the decade of
anarchy and its aftermath, the caliph became less able to exert his control over the dynastic, and
increasingly autonomous, provincial governors. To mitigate the growing independence of the
ostikan, the Bagratuni nahapet’s position was elevated to ‘prince of princes’ (frp fuwusts frg frarsssussy)
and then ‘king’ (fFwegwenp, malik). This ‘divide and rule’ strategy seemed to have an immediate
impact, since by the end of the ninth and early tenth century, the Sajid ostikan and Bagratuni
king soon were warring with one another.

Before long, the centrifugal tendencies of other prominent naxarar dynasts of the period
led to internal fragmentation of the Armenian polity. The elevation of the Bagratuni house’s
position and their royal honorifics sparked the ambitions of other major houses. At the beginning
of the tenth century, a separate Arcruni kingdom was established in Vaspurakan, and then a
kingdom in Siwnik® in the century’s latter half. The Bagratuni realm itself also divided into
lesser kingdoms. This fragmentation of the Armenian realm into small, autonomous polities as
well as the centrifugal tendencies observable across the caliphate sparked in part by internal
crisis at the caliphal court created favorable conditions for the expansion of the Byzantine
Empire. The empire expanded eastwards into Armenia and southwards into Syria, Cilicia, and
Mesopotamia under the Macedonian dynasty — some of whose leaders stressed their Armenian

extraction — and the expertise of several capable Armeno-Byzantine generals. By the tenth
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century, the Byzantine empire had regained all of Lesser Armenia and defeated the emirates in
the Borderlands. In the first half of the eleventh century, they successively annexed the kingdom
of Vaspurakan, then the Bagratuni kingdoms of Ani and Kars. But in the latter half of the
century, Turkic Seljuk armies rapidly conquered much of these same territories and began their
permanent settlement in the region.

Naturally, all this dynamism and instability on the political plane and the consequent
movements of peoples and borders had dramatic impacts on the local population and society.
Disruption to the traditional naxarar ruling structure and the influx of new power players in the
area in the form of the migrating Arab tribes ignited the aspirations of other non-traditional
actors to seize power. In addition to the establishment of the emirates, there were populist and
revolt movements, some of which gained wide followings and carved out significant, if short-
lasting, territorial gains. One of the most notable of those affecting Arminiya was the Khurram1
revolt of Babak, which lasted from 816 until Babak’s death in 838. The revolt was centered in
Azerbaijan (Adharbayjan), part of the province of Arminiya, with allies and connections both in
Mesopotamia and among Armenian rulers.?? Certain lords of Siwnik‘ and Atuank* allied
themselves with Babak, who was even given the daughter of Prince Vasak Siwni in marriage in
821.%

The revolt of Babak appears in hindsight as a movement that contained both ethnic,
religious, and perhaps also social/populist motivations. On the one hand, it was composed
primarily of local, Iranian/Persianate elements operating in opposition to Arab rule. As Patricia

Crone notes, “Babak certainly craved status as a local king on the model of the Armenian

23 Crone, “Babak;” Sourdel, “Babak;”
24 Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:94.
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princes” and his revolt was directed against the new Arab colonists in the region.?’> Babak also
promoted messianic claims about his own person, claiming that the spirit of the deceased
Javidhan — the former leader of the Khurrami cult who was put to death by Smbat Bagratuni in
816 — had passed onto him and calling himself “the avenging guide” (al-hadi al-muntagim).?®
According to Bar Hebraeus, who compiled his Chronography from earlier sources, the leader of
the Khurrami sect claimed to be “the [long-]expected mahdi” and “called himself ‘Christ’ and
the ‘Holy Ghost.””?” They seem to have been religiously syncretistic.?® The revolt was eventually
suppressed by al-Afshin, who had been charged by Caliph al-Mu‘tasim with the military
operation against Babak, and succeeded in capturing the rebel leader in 837 with the aid of the
Siwni prince Sahl Smbat (known as Sahl Ibn Smbat al-Armant in Arabic sources) and sent him
to the ‘Abbasid capital of Samarra’, where he was executed in 838.%

There are certain striking similarities between the Khurrami community under Babak and
the first phase of the T ‘ondrakite community under Smbat of Zarehawan.*? The T ‘ondrakians
were active on the opposite (western) end of the Armenian oikoumené, also in the first half of the
ninth century. The origin of the community before their radicalization by Smbat in this period is
obscure. They seem to have been a geographically remote, Christian community of conservative

believers, that remained outside of the institutional Armenian church structure, and who had

25 Crone, “Babak.”

26 Crone, “Babak;” Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:91.

27 e.10 0ia mras Kam io aarma...Kam ahwon am o Bar Hebraeus, Chronicon Syriacum, 144; tr. Budge,
1:131.

28 Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:91-92.

29 Crone, “Babak;” Sourdel, “Babak;” Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:94.

30 In the memory of the Armenian figures who speak about Smbat of Zarehawan, the latter’s activity is associated
with the catholical reign of Yovhannés V of Ovayk® (833—855) and the tenure of sparapet Smbat the Confessor
(826-855). See Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 140—43.
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syncretistic elements drawn from Irano-Armenian traditional folk belief and religion,
Zoroastrianism, Christianity, and later perhaps also Islam.

In general, the Armenian Church was not as centralized an institution as its Byzantine
counterpart. The beginning of the interweaving of Christianity and the church hierarchy into the
naxarar social structure began with the conversion of the ArSakuni royal court in the early fourth
century. Each naxarar domain soon had its own bishop, which generally came from one of the
noble scions of the ruling family in that domain. The interlocking relationship between the
naxarar politico-social structure and the church became further entrenched over the course of
late antiquity and into the early middle ages. Thus, the interests of the ruling family of a region
and the episcopal hierarchy became closely aligned and intermeshed and thus the episcopal
hierarchs often exhibited the decentralizing and centrifugal tendencies that characterized
Armenian society at large.3!

Due to the mountainous terrain that made up the Armenian oikoumené, some smaller
villages and communities remained relatively isolated from the developments and institutional
structures of the main ruling party in a domain. The historian of the Arcruni family and
Vaspurakan, T ovma, who wrote at the end of the ninth and beginning of the tenth century offers
a memorable description of a remote community in Sasun, a part of the Armenian oikoumené not
so very distant from T ondrak:

They dwell in deep gorges, in clefts in the mountains, in deep forests, and on

mountaintops. They live separately by families, so distant from each other that if one of

their strong men were to shout from a very high place he would hardly be able to make
his voice carry anywhere; you would think it a mere echo from the rocks. Half of them
lose their native tongue from living so far apart and never greeting each other, and their

mutual speech is a patchwork of borrowed words. They are so profoundly ignorant of
each other that they even need interpreters...But when enemies reach their land, the

31 See Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian.
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mountain peoples unite to aid their princes, for they are loyal...They are called light-
armed and couriers, and dwell in the mountain that divides Aljnik* and Taron. Because of
their obscure and inscrutable speech and way of life they are called Xut®, from which
name the mountain is also called Xoyt'. They know the psalms in the old translation of
the Armenian teachers, which they have continually in their mouths. They are the
peasants of Syria who followed [to Armenia] Adramelék" and Sanasar, sons of
Senek ‘erim king of Assyria and Nineveh, from whose name they call themselves
Sanasnayk ‘. They are hospitable and respectful to strangers.>?
The passage is fascinating for a number of reasons, all of which we do not have space to go into
now. For present purposes, what is striking about the description is the isolated nature of the
community and the primitive practices and texts they were able to maintain due to their never
having been fully integrated into the mainstream Armenian church. T ovma’s reference to the
community’s “knowledge of the Psalms in the old translation of the Armenian teachers,”
indicates his impression that the community was an old one with origins in primitive
Christianity. Their knowledge of liturgical and scriptural texts, such as the Psalms was likely
oral, and as such subject to the natural changes that affect orally transmitted texts over time and

for that reason differed from the version of the Psalms familiar to T ‘ovma.*3 T ‘ovma’s linking of

their identity with the “peasants of Syria” apparently derives from the community’s own origin

2 Plslyre [Fou'ss nggus fr furprusdipu ke fo fossuguapn (b ke oo dogplbog, fogogo@no by b
plulbl wnwhfl pun wnchu wqguyg, be wgud o pogbog B podfl by, dfiy [# np jupuby quepoenpog f
pupdpupbpd mbybug nodgfi fusbispgl’ Sugfe (35 nepbp Quppyl webine gpodpfel &wgpy’ pppbe fof g pig
wpduguils pbiyny jupdfu phpkynd: G fuph fppogbuyp fr plolpud Swgplip hgnds, gugugu Skowploih
fibyny b wiisbud prypp dfelbutyg Sutig fuybusyp, b oy dpolbutig bl Quplunnc docpugms o pobipep: G
Fusdwtiwlju Surubyny [Fylnudbug jbphpph popboty’ gob dfupo boSgfpl g o B fpposigh, gf b
ppuubpp.. Ge gt unpu dhlimlpugp uneplutigulp, plulbuyp b bpfih, np podwig pig Uy &ifu be plg
Supant: e yuquigu fpapfFufs be wislbnmguiembyf puacupgh be pupnegh g o, gnpng whnch be jhunib
lyryfp whincwip: e gfunkt quugdnue’s’ q&fh Fupgduwbbugul Jupgumbnugl Sugng, qop Swlusgug ppbpob
nclfils: Unpu b qrbulp Yunpng, np gncbgfs gliuf Ul bypusy be Yulmmsupuy npgeng Ubbplbppol wppuyf
[Puguenpp Yunpbumwip be Uik, gnpng whincs flpbutp Usbwulugp qpbpbuio wincwbbs. b b
Sppunkpp, wemmppiljuyp, wumncmgfippe: ' T'ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik “11.7, MH
11:151.12-21, tr. Thomson, 187-88.

33 1t is tempting to connect their version of the Psalms with the earliest, Syriac stratum underlying the Armenian text
of many biblical books, including the Psalms, however the differences in their version of the Psalms is probably due
in fact to the reason mentioned, that it was an orally transmitted text. On the earliest strata of the Psalms and other
Armenian biblical books, see Cowe, “The Bible in Armenian,” 150; Cox, “Armenian Version,” 246-47.
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myth, by which they claimed to be descendants of Adrammelech and Sharezer, the sons of
Sennacherib, king of Assyria, who according to 2 Kings 19:37, slew their father and “escaped
into the land of Ararat (gbpdwi jkplyfipt Upwpuwguy).”** This origin story was a popular one in
the region of southern Armenia, with iterations reported in Xorenac‘i and the first cycle of the
epic of Sasun.* The Christianity of the community may in fact have been derived from early
missions associated with the Syriac church, which was active in this region of the

Armenian oikoumené. Garsoian argued for such an origin to the (Armenian) Paulicians and
T*ondrakites, as being the “Armenian Old Believers,” i.e., followers of the primitive Syriac-
influenced form of Christianity that predated the Hellenization of the church in the fourth and
fifth centuries.>® Another community that remained outside the purview of the established church
was the arewortik * (“children of the sun’), who maintained Zoroastrian and Armeno-Iranian folk
beliefs and practices, and likewise endured in especially mountainous and remote regions even
up until the modern period.*’

Like these other communities, the T ondrakites likely had remained relatively isolated
and unknown, until the instability and dynamism of the period sparked the ambitions of Smbat.
Located in the Borderlands and as such exposed to a variety of beliefs and peoples including
local forms of Islam, the community seems to have adopted certain syncretistic elements and
gained aspirations for autonomous political rule.?® Smbat, the community’s leader in this period,

is remembered in later Armenian sources as the founder of the T ondrakite heresy. Smbat hailed

342 Kings 19:37.

35 See Movsés Xorenac i History of Armenia, 1.23. On the epic of Sasun, see Yeghiazaryan, Daredevils of Sasun;
Kouymyjian and Der Mugrdechian, David of Sassoun.

36 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 220-230 at 230.

37 On this community, see Russell, Zoroastrianism in Armenia, 515-39; idem, “Heresies.”

38 Seta Dadoyan argues for understanding the T ondrakites as a syncretistic community characteristic of the
Borderlands. See Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:90-107.
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from Zarehawan, a village in the province of Catkotn in the region of Ayrarat, not far north from
T ondrak.* Grigor Magistros claims that Smbat learned his erroneous and wicked beliefs from a
“Persian doctor, astrologer, and magus” named Mjusik, which perhaps can be taken as an
indication of the syncretistic nature of Smbat’s doctrine.*® Based on this datum, Garsoian
suggested the possibility that Smbat may have been influenced by the messianic Islamic notion
of the mahdi, like the case of Babak.*! Grigor of Narek notes how Smbat referred to himself as
“Christ,” and relates how when the Qaysite emir, Abii’l-Ward had Smbat put to death, the former
mocked the latter first by saying:

Christ rose on the third day. Now, since you call yourself ‘Christ,” I will kill you and bury

you, and you come back to life on the thirtieth day. Then, I’ll know that you are Christ,

even though it’ll be so many more days later that you will be resurrected.*?
One notes the parallel here to the case of Babak mentioned above. Although there is much less
information on the political aspirations or activity of Smbat and the community that followed
him, one may surmise that like Babak and the Khurram1 community, they held political
aspirations for local autonomy, though on a much smaller scale than that of the Khurrami. Like
Babak, Smbat was eventually captured and put to death by an Arab emir, in this case the Qaysite

Abi’l-Ward. Around this same period, the Qaysites under Abti’l-Ward were solidifying their rule

in Apahunik‘ and suppressing rival claimants. After the expeditions of Bugha’l Kabir, they

39 Grigor Magistros, Letters-II no. 4 [67], MH 16:196.35; Hewsen, Armenia.: A Historical Atlas, map 55, p. 63; map
91, p. 115.

O Newbsy qgmp drpnefFpus gnodbad il ypupolulu’ pd g4 be puunbyupugful dngb, qop Udneaply jnghpe: Grigor
Magistros, Letters-II no. 4 [67], MH 16:196.32.

41 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 148 n. 169. According to Acharean, the name derives from a form of the Armenian
name Mrjiwnik ({p§fufdy), and thus some scholars have supposed that Smbat in fact learned his teachings from an
Armenian, who may have been affiliated with Persian magi. See Achaiean, Hayerén armatakan bararan, s.v.
“Mrjiwnik;” Nersessian, Tondrakian Movement, 46.

2 Rppuu glppp wenp pupbo, wp, dfig goe qply Rpfumn wlncbil, soquisbbd gpk ke Fugbd, ke g
qlip L. wenep hEiguinughp. bu gfunkbd, 4 Rpfumna fgha, [FLobm wgbpus wencppp pugduep binng goppglb:
Grigor of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1088.24.
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expanded even further, establishing a center at Manazkert, from where they remained a political
force for the next century.** The T ‘ondrakites continued to remain in the region, but do not seem
to have renewed their aspirations for political autonomy, instead persisting under the radar. The
next hundred years contained further political dynamism and societal and ecclesiastical crises,
after which the T ondrakite label reemerges in the sources as a term of opprobrium deployed
against ascetic, spiritualist figures. Before we reflect on this evolution, it will be helpful to
review some of these major societal and ecclesiastical controversies that provide some of the
contextual backdrop to the height of this second phase of the controversy that began in the

middle of the tenth century.

Economic Inequality and Revolts in Siwnik’

As reviewed in the second chapter, the boom in the overall economy, fueled largely by
the international trade routes running through Armenia, led to increased wealth in the hands of
the major noble dynastic families (Bagratuni, Arcruni, Siwni). But the economic, trade, and
building boom had its darker side. The wealth disparity between rich and poor seems to have
been markedly increased in this period, contributing to feelings of discontent on the part of the
lower classes of society, who felt taken advantage of by landholders and landholding institutions.
This included ecclesiastical institutions, notably the newly founded and expanding cenobitic
monasteries that were discussed in the previous chapter. In general, the Church, aligned with the
noble families, became wealthier and more prosperous in this period, the many building projects

and endowments made to churches and monasteries bearing witness to this. For example, Sewan

43 On the Qaysites, see Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 51-53.
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monastery (Sewanavank “4%), founded between 871-74, was given five villages on the banks of
Lake Sewan, privileges to the prime hunting location of Kiakcin, and orchards in Gaini, Erevan,
and elsewhere.* A vivid description of the wealth accumulated by members of the hierarchy is
given in a passage by Matt €os Uthayec i, who refers to the wealth seized by the Seljuk general
Ibrahim from the chorepiscopus Dawt ‘uk, when the Seljuks captured Arcn, one of the major
commercial cities of the period, in the eleventh century: “I have often heard it said by many
people that when Abrihim (Ibrahim) seized his [the k orepiskopos Dawt uk’s] treasury, forty
camels carried away his treasure and eight hundred oxen [yoked together] in sixes went forth
from his household.”*® While the exact numbers are no doubt an exaggeration, bearing as the
episode does the tell-tale signs of oral, folk tale, it nevertheless vividly illustrates the great
wealth that had been accumulated by some hierarchs during this period and the way their
wealthy status was perceived by the local population.

The expansion of a business, merchant class in the commercial cities of the Armenian
oikoumené also contributed to an increased disparity between the well-to-do in urban settings
and the poor peasants in rural settings. Sources from the period contain indications of growing
discontentment on the part of rural peasants, whose position was unchanged or worsened in
comparison to mercantile businessman in the urban centers, who were growing wealthy thanks to
increased commercial activity.*’ Aristakés Lastivertc i, writing about what precipitated the fall of

Arcn, says:

4 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 728, p. 129.

4 Pogossian, “Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan,” 203.
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Equiy bk fi fr ik Snpa: Matt'@os Urhayec'i, Chronicle 1.92, ed. Adamean and Tér-Mik ‘ayelean, 103.

47 On this topic, see Manandian, Trade and Cities, 136—43; Greenwood, “Aristakes Lastivertc‘i and Armenian Urban
Consciousness.”
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Love of silver became more honored than love of God, and mammon more than Christ.
At that time, all discretion of the orders was subverted and turned to disorder. The princes
[of Arcn] became the companions of thieves, nefarious, servants of silver. The city’s
judges took bribes and robbed the just for the sake of bribes. They did not take up the
case of orphans and did not incline to the rights of widows. Usury and speculation
became the norm. Wheat was produced in such excess that the land was polluted, its
womb blocked from bearing crops at the proper time to feed mankind. He who defrauded
his friend boasted that he was wise, and he who seized [the property of others] said, ‘I am
mighty.” And the wealthy seized the fields and homes of the neighboring poor.*®
Likewise, after describing the invasion and capture of Ani by the Seljuks, the same historian
writes:
This is the portion of unjust cities, which build themselves upon the blood of strangers,
make themselves wealthy by the sweat of the poor, strengthen their homes through usury
and injustice, and have no regard for being charitable to the poor and needy.*’
While the wealth gap must have been a marked feature of the period, one of course cannot take
vivid portrayals such as these as straightforward depictions of contemporary reality. Aristakes
and Matt‘€os were both clerical historians with little understanding of economics, migration, or
political cause and effect. Instead, they turned to Scriptural paradigms in order to explain the
catastrophic events of the mid-eleventh century. As mentioned above, the reason for the invasion
and fall of Arcn and Ani given by Aristakes follows the biblical model outlined in the

Deuteronomistic historian and the prophets of attributing the destruction of Jerusalem to social

injustice and exploitation of the poor, orphans, and widows on the part of the rulers and

48 3u1[u}[1 b:lln_ wpb'luﬂuﬁ[nn_ﬂ[ujl ewii zlwumnl_wb'uﬁpnl_ﬂ[n_fl, |7 lfuufnfuu'l .l_)lufl q‘ﬁ[r[lumnu. JlquJo"uuf uufbiouil
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gn[rbfln'l Fuullfluu[lum[[nl_[fr'[n_fl, "[1'11[ [f[r[[ﬁp ul,l&ﬁ Eo lu[nl,blnl_ zllulul,wful, 777, [1 iy guuneg [1 dunlfne ["‘[""“f 777, 3
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Lastivertc ‘i, History 12, MH 16:572—73.10-14.
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wealthy.>° Aristakés goes on to cite directly Deuteronomy and Isaiah after his description of the
corrupt behavior of Arcn’s princes, judges, and wealthy businessmen.

Despite this, it seems beyond question that there was an increase in wealth disparity
between rich and poor, with great wealth being accumulated by the ruling class, the church, and
those benefitting from mercantile and urban activity. That is, despite the booming economy, the
condition of the poor seems to have grown worse, at least in relative terms when compared to the
wealth accumulated by the upper classes. As sociological and economic research has suggested,
increased economic inequality leads to an increase in (violent) crime, especially when that
wealth is visibly demonstrated.’! Along with the political instability of the period, this seems to
be one of the major underlying explanations for the series of violent revolts that took place in
this period against wealthy institutions. The most striking example is the series of revolts in
Siwnik‘, directed principally against the monastery of Tat‘ew, then See of the metropolitan of
Siwnik . The monastery had been founded in 839 to be a permanent locale for the prestigious
bishop of Siwnik’, and over the course of the next century its possessions were greatly enlarged
by a series of donations of villages and estates by Siwnid noblemen, as well as costly, sacred
paraphernalia, such as a relic of the True Cross.>?

Disruptions to the social order brought about by conflicts between the Bagratid king and
the ostikan were another factor that set the stage for the revolts and anarchic period that ensued.
During ostikan Yusuf’s conflicts with the Bagratunis, the former led a series of military

expeditions throughout mostly the eastern portions of Arminiya (Ydisuf then had his main seat at

30 Cowe, “Two Tales of a City,” 98—102.

3! Fajnzylber, Lederman, and Loayza, “Inequality and Violent Crime;” Hicks and Hicks, “Jealous of the Joneses;”
Anser, Yousaf, Nassani, et al. “Dynamic linkages between poverty, inequality, crime, and social expenditures.”

52 Step ‘anos Orbelean details these in the thirty-ninth and fortieth chapters of the History of Siwnik ‘.
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P‘artaw) and from there into Siwnik‘ and other areas of the Bagratid realm. The thirteenth-
century historian and metropolitan of Siwnik‘, Step ‘anos Orbelean, notes the great devastation
wrought by the armies of Yiisuf upon the local population and the fact that the princes of Siwnik"
had fled from their territory in order to protect themselves, leaving the land and local population
defenseless.>® This seems to have exposed the local population to mistreatment by Yasuf’s army.
The food supply and agricultural economy was probably disrupted, and villages were likely
exposed to food shortages or starvation. Without the local princes to enforce peace, the territory
fell into a period of literal anarchy. During this time, villagers from the nearby fortress town of
C ur, described by Orbelean as “godless bandits,” invaded the wealthy monastery and episcopal
see of Tat'ew and plundered it.>* As Orbelean notes in an earlier chapter, the village and fortress
of C‘ur along with its fields had been one of the endowments given to the monastery and
episcopal see of Tat‘ew.>® Orbelean’s labeling of the invaders as “bandits (kymegulyp)” should
perhaps be taken not merely as a pejorative designation, but perhaps quite literally. Along with
the uptick of trade in the region and traffic along the international trade routes, social banditry
would naturally have arisen as a means of income for the lower classes and poor in villages.>®
Banditry in this region continued as a way of life and means of economic activity up until the
modern period.’” Orbelean recalls as part of the plunder the bandits intentionally breaking the
sacred vessels that held the chrism and pouring it out on the ground:

Those who were godless, immoral bandits brought many and great sorrows upon the holy

congregation of Tat’ew. One day they came by night at an unexpected hour and began

raiding and looting the church, workshops, and monks’ chambers. And they were seeking
to kill the bishop, but did not find him. Then they slew with the sword some of the elderly

53 Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘ 38.

54 Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik  48.

55 See Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘ 42.

36 On the phenomenon of social banditry, see the classic study by Hobsbawm, Bandits.

7 For later manifestations of the phenomenon in the region, see Bobrovnikov, “Abrek;” Boratov, “Kdroghlu.
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and drove others off. Whatever they found they took with them and went back to their

fortress [C ur]. They also carried off the meron, contained in a silver vessel, and dumped

it out on a rock.>
Noting the specific and intentional destruction of liturgical items and sacred vessels, specifically
the miwron (chrism, holy oil), some scholars have connected this activity to influence from the
T ondrakians, whether being perpetrated by avowed followers of the sect or conducted under the
influence of their iconoclastic beliefs.* However, neither Orbelean nor the contemporary
documents he includes in his history mention the T ‘ondrakians in connection with the incident,
nor do we have any indication from other premodern sources of T ondrakian activity extending
this far east in Armenia.® It is rather more likely that the motivation in this case was socio-
economic. The villagers/bandits may have revolted against the monastery due to their own
desperation and deprivation and the latter’s visible opulence. One may infer the villagers’ sense
of being taken advantage of by the monastery and monks, who themselves did not engage in
agricultural labor, and instead were supported by the work of the villagers. Such feelings could
lead to violent crime during periods of desperation or when those guarding the monastery (the
local princes) were absent from the scene. In this instance, the destruction of the miwron could
be seen as an act of protest/vengeance/indignation, hitting the monks where it hurt, perhaps akin
to the burning of the national flag during a modern, political protest. Alternatively, the

villagers/bandits may simply have seen an opportunity for personal advantage with the local

* Pusgned b dbSunl ks ffrgimu Susunegulik [ unepp ncfunfis Sufdhong phulfitp §nepuy plpgfi, opp §fs
wimmnnemdp, Fuyfplp be bynequlp: Ge guenep dfncd by fogpobpp phqulpups dudne, uljpuh hognogmky
qllbnbghy be qynpSumbbph be quuplul hpolwnpuy. ke fuligplpb qlufulynugnut qfs wsuighl, be ng qnfib.
wgus gridduslou fr Sbpngh upnd Supfis b quigul dyfomulpub wpaphlb. qop g qofb fbpbuip’ wn by giogfb f
Fb[nzjl (8nLl1uJJ). uuu[nufl I Lu[ib'luﬁﬁ uuu[1n[1nl[ zllfbn_nilil Eo l[ul'lﬂbgﬁil E’"I‘ .Blllpil: Step‘anos (_)rbelean, HiStOfy Of
Siwnik ‘48, ed. Shahnazareants‘, 247.

3 See, for example, Ut‘'mazean, Siwnik ‘¢ XI-X darerum, 258-60.

60 In fact, Orbelean does not mention the T ondrakians at all in his History.
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princes absent. If motivated solely by profit (and acting less immediately out of desperation or a
desire for revenge), the miwron may simply have been emptied out of the costly, silver vessel so
that it could then be sold or melted down and repurposed.

Since the princes remained absent, raids on the monastery were repeated a few more
times. Once the princes finally returned, they quelled the anarchy and the bishop issued a fierce
anathema against the village’s perpetrators.’! Further revolts occurred in connection with other
villages owned by Tat‘ew monastery in the 930s, namely the villages of Aweldast and
Tamalekk . Orbelean relates that the former was “full of bandits (;f £p byneguily fuppndp)” and
the latter was “a lair for rebels (wwyumwfputing),” who continued to wreak havoc on the monks
of Tat'ew.% Finally, at the end of the century, the villagers of C ‘ur once again rose up violently
against the episcopal see, this time assassinating then Bishop Yakob II. As punishment, the
Siwnid ruler Vasak of Balk" attacked and razed the fortress and village, leaving it uninhabitable
thereafter.

The historian and catholicos contemporary to this period, Yovhannés Drasxanakertc i,
writing about the unrest and anarchy in the same era, likewise provides an indication of the
sentiments of the peasants against the ruling class, and the acts of rebellion and anarchy that
marked the period throughout Greater Armenia, as there was a scramble to seize political power
during the period of dynamic unrest:

The lowly tried to surpass the wealthy, and the servants, in accordance with Solomon,

maneuvered to make their masters crawl on the ground, and mount the fiery steeds of the

latter. They defied those who trampled them under foot and became arrogant in a great
rebellion.®

61 Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik  48.

62 Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘49, 51, ed. Shahnazareants*, 257, 270. See Ut ‘mazean, Siwnik ‘¢ XI-X
darerum, 273-75; Dadoyan, Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World, 1:120.
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He then goes on to describe the power grabs made by the major noble dynasts to take advantage
of the turmoil and expand their own territories at the expense of lesser lords. All the above-cited
incidents provide a vivid glimpse into this period of significant social unrest prompted by

political upheaval and socio-economic disparity. Such unrest and disorder caused great fear and
alarm on the part of the church hierarchy, who as mentioned above in general were aligned with
and patronized by the ruling élite and thus benefitted from a stable social order, themselves also

liable to attack during instances of anarchic unrest.

ECCLESIASTICAL CRISES AND CONTROVERSIES

Separatism and Centrifugal Tendencies in Siwnik‘ and Caucasian Albania

The first chapter discussed the fragmentation of political rule in the Armenian oikoumené
in the tenth century, as smaller kingdoms were formed first in Vaspurakan then in Siwnik " and
then when the Bagratid realm itself fragmented into smaller kingdoms. These political tendencies
were reflected on the ecclesiastical plane as well, specifically with regard to the metropolitan of
Siwnik " and the catholicos of Atuank'. Separatist tendencies had a long history in both regions,
for instance during the late sixth and early seventh century, a watershed moment in regard to the
ecclesiastical relations between the Churches of the Caucasus. The expansion of the Byzantine
empire eastwards against the Sasanians in the late sixth century provided an apt opportunity to
attempt to draw the Christian communities in the Caucasus more tightly into the imperial orbit

and overtures were made to the leading ecclesiasts. The Patriarchate of Jerusalem also played an

l‘u[in[uunugblule |7 unfl.glugblulg ES e ulu[umuuf[znl_ﬂbuuf[z: Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i, HiSfOfy ofArmenia 52,
MH 11:517.9; tr. Maksoudian, 186 (modified).

187



active role in supporting the Byzantine pro-Chalcedonian agenda, by, for example, writing letters
in support of the imperial church to the leaders of the Caucasian churches.®* When the
Catholicos Movses II Etivardec‘i refused to cooperate with the imperial agenda, an anti-
catholicos, Yovhannés Bagaranc‘i, was installed, and Chalcedonianism was imposed on the
regions under the Byzantine Empire’s expanding borders. Non-Chalcedonians then fled
eastwards across the border into Sasanian territory.%> Vrt‘anés, the metropolitan of Siwnik —
then the foremost episcopacy in Greater Armenia and aspiring for autocephaly — broke with the
Armenian catholicos and aligned himself with the catholicos of Albania, being consecrated by
him instead. Both hierarchs favored Chalcedonianism, or at least were accused of doing so. The
break of the Siwnik" episcopacy from the Armenian Catholicos persisted with Vrt‘anes’
successors until 607, when through the intervention of Smbat Bagratuni, K ‘ristap ‘or, one of the
successors of Vrt‘anés, was compelled to submit to Catholicos Abraham I Albat‘aneci. In this
same period, the permanent break between the Iberian and Armenian churches took place, with
the separation of Catholicos K iwrion of Iberia from the Armenian Church, and the former’s
formal alignment with the Byzantine Church. The patriarchate of Jerusalem continued its active
role in promoting Chalcedonianism among the non-Chalcedonian churches of the Caucasus in
subsequent centuries, by, for example, translating texts defending dyophysite theology and
disseminating them in the region.®

The situation reached another climax in the tenth century. Step ‘anos Orbelean reports that

the metropolitan of Siwnik’, Yakob, had taken advantage of the unstable political conditions in

4 For one such letter, from the Patriarch John IV to the Albanian Catholicos Abas, see Terian, “Monastic Turmoil.”
%5 This schism lasted until 610/11, when the Sasanians arrested the anti-catholicos Yovhannés and deported him to
Hamadhan. Mah¢, “L’église arménienne,” 462.

% Cowe, “Armenian Job Fragment,” 156.
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the late ninth and early tenth centuries to pull away from the Catholicos of Armenia and, like in
the previous era, lean towards Chalcedonianism along with the catholicos of Atuank, Sahak.®’
Likewise, the Caucasian Albanian catholicos took advantage of the same conditions to operate
autonomously. Orbelean notes that since the time of Georg II (877-897), the Albanian catholicos
had stopped being consecrated by the Armenian catholicos, an abnormal situation that persisted
for the next five catholicoi of Caucasian Albania.®® In 918, Yakob I, nephew of Catholicos
Yovhannés V “the Historian” (sed. 898 — 924) became bishop of Siwnik" (sed. 918-958). Due to
the turmoil of the period and the move of the Armenian catholicos from Duin to Vaspurakan and
thus further away from Siwnik‘, Yakob began to receive the holy chrism (miwron) from the
neighboring catholicos of Albania, Sahak (sed. ca. 929-949), instead of the catholicos of
Armenia.® When Anania of Mokk‘ became catholicos, he attempted to put an end to this
irregularity and to confirm his preeminence over the bishop of Siwnik" and catholicos of Albania
by demanding their formal submission to him in person. When the two did not respond to
Anania’s summons, he decided to go to them. Arriving first in Siwnik’, he demanded and
received the formal submission of the metropolitan of Siwnik" but was prevented from going to
Caucasian Albania by other obligations in 947.7°

When the catholicos of Atuank’, Sahak, died shortly thereafter, his brother and successor,

Gagik, was consecrated once again without the consent or participation of the Armenian

67 The events related to this episode are detailed in Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘52, ed. Shahnazareants®,
274-87.

68 Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 52, ed. Shahnazareants*, 276. See also Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 507.
% Used in rites of consecration, anointing, and ordination, only the Catholicos has the right to consecrate the
miwron, which is then distributed to bishops and from them to individual churches/monasteries. It is thus symbolic
of the supreme authority of the Catholicos and the dependence of other bishops upon him.

70 He was called back to conduct a royal funeral, the wife of Abas I Bagratuni (r. 929-953). Step‘anos Orbelean,
History of Siwnik ‘52, ed. Shahnazareants‘, 276—77; Mahé, “L’¢glise arméniennes,” 508.
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catholicos. Catholicos Anania ordered the princes of Albania not to recognize him. All but one
— named Senek ‘erim — followed Catholicos Anania’s orders, and they sent to him a certain
Yonan to be consecrated by Anania as catholicos. Catholicos Anania ordained him and
dispatched him to Caucasian Albania, but Gagik refused to cede his position. The loyalties of the
local nobility were divided between the two. Catholicos Anania again arrived in person and
summoned all the bishops and princes of the land to council. Orbelean relates that he ordered for
a History of Albania to be brought to him, and by referring to it, showed how the catholicoi of
Aluank‘ had always been tributaries of the Armenian catholicos, except during scattered
instances of schism.”! The Caucasian Albanians agreed to abide by this ecclesiastical norm and
Catholicos Anania then went on to Siwnik" to attempt to establish the same.

The metropolitan, Yakob, in order to avoid meeting Catholicos Anania, fled to Batk" and
stayed with the prince of the region, Juansér, refusing to meet with the catholicos. Enraged,
Catholicos Anania had the monastery of Tat ew, the seat of the bishop, greatly damaged and
returned to his See. Once he had left the region, the new catholicos of the Caucasian Albanians,
Gagik, violated his earlier promise to remain loyal to the Armenian catholicos, and along with
the archbishop of Siwnik’, both hierarchs persisted in acting autonomously for another ten years.
By chance, both died in the year 958. According to Orbelean, Anania took this as an answer to
prayer and a divine sign and went to Siwnik‘ in order to reestablish ecclesiastical norms.”? He
had Tat ew rebuilt and reconstituted as the episcopal see. Prince Juan$ér, who had earlier
protected Yakob, made peace with Anania by submitting to him through a public confession, and

in return, Anania ordained his son Vahan to be the new archbishop of Siwnik", obtaining the

71 Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 52, ed. Shahnazareants*, 278-82.
72 Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 52, ed. Shahnazareants*, 283-84.
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promise that the bishop of Siwnik would stay loyal and submissive to the catholicos of
Armenia.”? In order to bring down the prestige of the episcopacy and the symbolic authority of
the new bishop, Anania removed certain items from Tat‘ew, including a luxurious processional
cross that was carried before the bishop during services and had been conceded as a token of
respect during the earlier period of contention in the seventh century, as well as a costly and
precious staff, and a luxurious cushion.” Thus, this disciplinary measure implied the symbolic
removal of items used to express Siwnian independence and authority. Finally, he proceeded to
Caucasian Albania but was again recalled because of the funeral of an important noble dynast.”
Preempting Anania’s return, the leading lords of Caucasian Albania sent Dawit® of Xotakerac’
monastery to Catholicos Anania to be ordained by him along with their promise to abide by the
desired norms.”® Thus ended the temporary schism and Catholicos Anania succeeded in securing

the submission of the archbishop of Siwnik" and the Caucasian Albanian catholicos.

73 Vahan Siwnec i was later elected catholicos of Armenia (sed. 965/6-970) after the death of Anania Mokac‘i. As
Orbelean relates in the next chapter, he introduced icons from Iberia into Armenian churches. This was perceived as
too pro-Chalcedonian at a time when an anti-Chalcedonian sentiment was severe among certain segments of the
Armenian hierarchy (on which, see chapter 5). Step ‘anos Tardnec i, alive during the crisis in question, says that
Vahan “expressed a desire to create amity and agreeable relations with the Chalcedonians through epistles (uw gl
'guull[bll,nfuul[wilu u[IFblnLﬂ[lLil |7 4w£nl_ﬁ[n_71 l[uufbglul_ Lunjll?l [;Ilﬂnl{.g).” Universal HiSfij/ IIL.8. Complaints
were made to the Bagratuni king who called a council at Ani to see what should be done. Vahan

fled to Vaspurakan and took refuge with Apusahl Hamazasp (953/8-972), son of Gagik Arcruni. A new catholicos
was elected in his place (Step‘anos Sewanc ‘i). Both anathematized the other. Catholicos Step ‘anos went with some
monks, vardapets, and a nobleman named Babkén from Siwnik" in order to try to resolve the conflict. They were
imprisoned at Att‘amar. The others were released but Catholicos Step ‘anos was held in captivity in the fortress of
Kotork‘. After a couple years, both died within a short time of each other (Step‘anos still in captivity). The schism
was resolved when Xa¢ ik ArSaruni was elected Catholicos (sed. 972/3-990/1). See Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of
Siwnik * 53; Step‘anos Taronec i, Universal History 111.8.

74 These were not restored until the Catholicate of Sargis (992/3—1019) when Yovhann&s was bishop of Siwnik . See
Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘52, ed. Shahnazareants, 285.

75 On this occasion, it was Grigor Arcruni. Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik ‘52, ed. Shahnazareants‘, 285-86.
76 Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 52, ed. Shahnazareants®, 286.
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Dissidence and Ecclesiological Dispute: The Case of Xosrov Anjewac i

Catholicos Anania of Mokk" emerges in the period as a powerful catholicos seeking to
bring order and stability to the chaotic and irregular situation that had been caused by unstable
and disorderly political and ecclesiastical events in Armenia over the last half century. As such,
he was particularly attuned to any separatist tendencies or challenges to his authority on the part
of other bishops or high-ranking ecclesiastics, as well as pro-Byzantine or pro-Chalcedonian
leanings, which as in the above instance were often correlated together. Both hierarchical and
doctrinal dissidence were interpreted by him as a threat both to the integrity of the Armenian
Church and the supreme authority of the head of that Church, especially in the wake of the
unstable political conditions of the time and the Byzantine Empire’s expansion.

This forms the backdrop to another controversy surrounding the episcopal hierarchy and
pro-Chalcedonianism during the catholicate of Anania Mokac ‘i, which brings us into
Vaspurakan and closer to Narekavank . This time the situation involved Xosrov, the father of
Grigor of Narek and relative through marriage with Anania of Narek, who had been ordained
bishop of Anjewac‘ik‘ by Catholicos Anania (ca. 950). Xosrov, if not directly involved in the
catholicos’ dispute with the metropolitan of Siwnik* and the Albanian catholicos,”” was certainly
responding to the situation when he claimed that the distinction between the episcopal ranks of
bishop, archbishop, metropolitan, and patriarch (catholicos) had only an administrative
distinction and not a sacramental one, and therefore the catholicos had no right to demand the
absolute submission and obedience of other bishops.”® According to a document written by

Catholicos Anania to explain why he anathematized Xosrov Anjewac i, the latter had claimed

77 There is an allusion to his involvement in Step‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 52, ed. Shahnazareants®, 276.
78 Cowe, “Introduction” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 8.
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that “angels and archangels enjoyed equal honor and glory and consequently the patriarch and
bishop shared equal glory and honor” and that “there is one throne and one dignity for the
patriarch and bishop.””

Significantly, Xosrov was also censured for his Byzantinophilia and presumed pro-
Chalcedonianism.®® Earlier in the document, the Catholicos had noted his “absurd (wi4kmp k)’
custom of pronouncing certain words in closer accordance with their Greek pronunciation (citing
as examples, his saying kiraké as kiwriake and Erusatem as Erusatem).®! Likewise, Xosrov had
claimed that liturgical crosses need not be blessed before being venerated by the faithful, a point
of dispute in Byzantine/Armenian polemical correspondence, where here Xosrov’s view aligns
with Byzantine norms over and against Armenian ones.?? As mentioned in the first chapter and
as will be discussed further in the next, the period of the catholicate of Anania Mokac‘i and
Xac ik ArSaruni (covering roughly the second half of the tenth century) marks a major turning
point in Chalcedonian/non-Chalcedonian ecclesiastical and political relations. The preceding
hundred years — its beginning marked by the council of Sirakavan in 862 — of non-
confrontation and relative toleration took a sour turn at precisely this time.®* Certainly, the

Byzantine political expansion into Armenia and its imperialistic political and ecclesiastical

policy, which picked up pace in the second half of the tenth century lies heavy in the background

P Ul s bee df sfpusrep Splqumuslyusg e Splgumulyugbusg, o Sl fi3” df frusrp b difs wpssnfre Suasgprussylunils b
bqﬁuénu[ﬂu{ﬁl. . lf[1 lll/;”ll 4‘ |73 Lf[1 u[lum[n_ 4111J[1u111{bm[171 |73 bu[ﬁul[nulnu[ﬂl: Anania of MOkk(, “The Reason for
Anathematizing Xosrov, Bishop of Anjewac‘ik‘ by the Lord Anania, Catholicos of Armenia,” MH 10:276.15-17,
trans. Cowe, 12—13.

80 He is remembered in the same way by Step ‘anos Orbelean. See History of Siwnik ‘ 52, ed. Shahnazareants", 276.

N Ul s gpuppunts qhjulp wpdully’ pen gy bgnen g ghppalgs Qhen pubh gk be gbpneougd”
Grncumnbdd, be np ungpy Wl §, pungh pun by puppan: buly gl wpanpply g wgy gonmbuyg pougdnchs
whé kg bgu: Anania of Mokk®, “The Reason for Anathematizing Xosrov, Bishop of Anjewac’ik* by the Lord Anania,
Catholicos of Armenia,” MH 10:276.8-9, trans. Cowe, 12.

82 Cowe, “Introduction” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 7.

83 Maksoudian, “Chalcedonian Issue;” Cowe, “Introduction” in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine
Liturgy, Sn. 17.
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of these internal controversies. In another letter, Anania Mokac‘i referred to dyophysitism as a
cancer spreading throughout the Armenia realm.®* For present purposes, the case of Xosrov
marks another instance of the way in which the integrity of the Armenian Church and the
authority of the catholicos in this period was perceived as being under threat — this time by an
element from Vaspurakan and closely associated with Narek monastery — and the steps

Catholicos Anania took to ensure order, conformity, and submission.

T ondrakec‘i: The Invention of a Heretical Type

By the mid-tenth and into the early eleventh century, abbots such as Anania at Narek and
that of K¢aw monastery, as well as ascetic, reformist bishops like Yakobos of Hark® were
denounced and branded with the label “T ondrakec‘i.” To understand how the term evolved such
that it could be applied in this century to bishops, abbots, and monks, one must first establish
what the T ondrakite label came to signify in the eyes of establishment churchmen. Then, one
may see how reformist bishops and spiritualist abbots and monks could be seen to pose a
typologically similar threat to that posed by the T ondrakites.

Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i, whose Universal History was commissioned by Catholicos Sargis I
Sewanc i, crystallizes the establishment Church’s view in a one-line description he gives of
Smbat of Zarehawan, calling him the “opponent of all Christian institutions [or hierarchies]” 8

The word translated here as ‘institution’ or ‘hierarchy’ is karg (fupg ), the Armenian equivalent

84 lullluful, ‘Fuull[bll,nflﬁ, d Julzjuulp4[1u zul'!ng [1[1[1 @Lullg[lbll ﬁlu[nul[l‘p Eo gpnynpn l.uzjuulp4u 4‘[1 [[ulllnul: Anania Of
Mokk", “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians, Whose Ordination for Years Was outside of the
Throne of the Holy Illuminator” MH 10:259.40. See Terian, “Gregory of Narek,” 283.

85 4Lul[lun_lul[ lulfbfuu‘ﬂl #pﬁumnilg‘w[lwil l[lu[ul,lug: Step‘anos Tar(‘)nec‘i, Universal HiStOI’y III3, MH 157428, tr.

Greenwood, 214.
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of Greek ta&1c or Latin ordo, and conveys the sense of ‘order, rank, class, ordination, hierarchy,
institution.” For example, it is used to speak of the angelic ranks or hierarchy, the different ranks
or classes within the church, such as the episcopal rank or priestly class, or in general in
reference to the various classes of society, or the arrangement of creatures and beings in general
in an ordered arrangement or hierarchy.3¢ According to the memory of a later ecclesiastical
writer such as Step‘anos, this is the chief significance of “Tondrakec‘i” — one who stands
opposed to the institutions, orders, and hierarchies of the church, society, and the natural order.
Grigor of Narek, in his “Letter to KEaw Monastery,” outlines fourteen central points
meant to summarize the errors of the T ondrakians. He opens this discussion with a summary
statement quite similar to that of Step‘anos Tardnec ‘i, saying that they have “renounced and
abolished much that is divine and all that is apostolic from the divine institutions (§uspeusg).”®’
Grigor, like Step ‘anos, here uses the word karg, which reinforces the way in which the
T ondrakites were perceived as a threat to the institutions and hierarchical order of the
establishment church. As mentioned above, Grigor refers multiple times to the treatise of Anania
against the T ondrakites, and the fourteen points he presents against the community, which flesh
out the ways in which they reject the church’s institutions, are understood to be an outline
summary of the main points of discussion that Anania treated at greater length in his longer
treatise. They are worth quoting in full. Grigor says that they have renounced the following:

1. Ordination, which the Apostles received from Christ.®8

CQUPLY v e gusgy g Frsssslpuap e fFn Spbyuljug, fupguapn G b byulul o,
lflufluu_wful, ew4w7uu'!nl_[6‘[n_71, b L-uiﬁul[nuinunl_ﬂ[njl. [lpofle Lf[nufl&:uflg, b nF”l"Llf’l uufbfuu'lfl I{ﬁﬁwl[ﬁ
lflulnl,[llui:, |73 lu[nu[uué’ng wn 4u1ulu[1u1[[, .73 uufbfuu.{il wal[lg .73 L}npé’ng: NBHL, s.v. l[lu[ul,.

87 FuulnLLf [lilz lllulll”Llllé’lllJﬁiI |73 Lun.lu@l?yul[lufl uufbfuu.{il [1712 nl_[nugb:ul £ [1 Lngwii" |73 [uuu{nuf:blul
JurmmnewmSuyfil hupgug: Grigor of Narek, “Letter to KEaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.4.

88 gbmilwltanﬂ[lLilil, g Lun_lugblulefl [1 ‘g[l["llli”u;‘ Efllllulluil: Grigor OfNarek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH
12:1087.5.
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2. Communion of his body, about which the Apostle said, “By tasting the bread of
communion, we receive and taste God himself joined to flesh.”®® But Smbat taught that
this wonderful mystery is just a meal for the common [people].*°

3. The Birth through spiritual pangs, by water and by Spirit, which, as has been made
known, produces sons of God’! — he taught them is just the filthy dregs of bath water
Q”L[l lanlbwg).gz

4. And the blessed Lord’s Day, on which he created the primal light and perfected it with
the light of his Resurrection, and with it ordained the life-giving light of his Second
Coming. That icon of a venerable day, he interpreted as on par with the other [ordinary]
days.”

And now, which of the following [institutions/practices], which we know them to have
abolished, is not apostolic or divine:**

5. Bending the knees in sacramental supplication, although the Creator of all things himself
bowed down and bent the knee.”

6. The Font is renounced by them, in which Christ himself was baptized.”®

7. The Communion of immortality, which the Lord himself gave to all to taste.”’

8. [They engage in] dirty, indiscriminate debauchery, whereas the Lord established the
prohibition of even a glance.”

9. [They reject] the venerated Sign,”® which God-become-man raised and bore on his own
shoulder, as his own glory and power.!%

8 See 1 Cor. 10:16-17.

G Sunprprag e [Bfots sl Tun g Ginpoas” qrp wig wnwphoy b3 gSugl Sunpapg o Swgulym] ghngs (el
qUuinnms dpughuy b dupdip pugncifulp be Suymlldp, grp Udpun Ssumpulymg flpulnep quupugby i
ffwpipwy binkug: Grigor of Narek, “Letter to K¢aw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.6.

L See John 3:5.

2 b g8t Srghonp bpluwiigh, np b fpng ke b Grgeng, Sulincgluy [0, nppfu GunncSay qrpsh, fmp fig
[k gl bngfi neengg: Grigor of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.7. Qnep ynewybug refers
to the dirty, excess water left over after someone has bathed. See NBHL, “Prnep ynewybug” SN, pniuyfip.

2 b quiepSinapuriiby quiep Y pualb i, grpoed wpap gpeguownwffh b uomplbg qpegel e @b fepng f
Ui, b qprguls fEmpup qugumbubl Snfue wloeppilbug, qugb aquenlbp segambyfouococp phiy wgagh
gregumfdnkuy bngfi [Fupgduhkag: Grigor of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.8.

94 apll,, qnmlill Jlll'!llgulilt llil”gul q,[unblf@ [uuu[uuflblulu, n§ Lun_lu@bllul[lufl l[uuf luumnl_lué'lu[[luilu: Grigor OfNarek,
“Letter to KEaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.9.

P Q8o [Flewsbils fuurp o uslpss spuaqussmastiss, g ppl Uruspfrgls s s lofs fromSouss S by fplpiskousg: Grigor of
Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.10.

96 ﬁ‘g' zluu_lullluflfl nl_[nugblu[ [l Lngluilg‘,'lnpnl_lf [171@71 ‘R[l["llll"ll lfl[[unbguu_: Grigor ofNarek, “Letter to Kéaw
Monastery,” MH 12:1087.11.

97 ﬁ‘g' 114mllnl1'l,nl_ﬂ["_il Lufufuﬂ;nl_ﬁbluflfl g [lil.gil F"l"[’[’g S;‘Fil &luz_lul[blug Grigor OfNarek, “Letter to Kéaw
Monastery,” MH 12:1087.12.

98 See Matthew 5:28. ﬁ‘;‘ qlfé'llfltulqwil lufl[umﬁ[i u[lla'nl_ﬁ[njlfl, gnp S;‘[Iil ll4ulJbgnLlu6'il Lu[ul,blbull [umpblug: Grigor
of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1088.13.

% i.e. the Cross.
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10. [They engage in] man-worshipping apostasy, which is more abominable and accursed
than idolatry.!%!

11. [They have a] self-conferred, contemptible priesthood, which is the likeness of Satan.!??

12. Their despisal of the rite (lit. ‘crown’) of marriage, which the Lord himself along with his
mother the Theotokos respected and honored by his miracle.!?® They despise the rite (lit.
‘crown’) and consider approaching one another in love to be perfect love, from God and
pleasing to Christ; saying that “God is love™!* and desires union through love and not the
rite (lit. ‘crown’).1%3

13. Their derisive mockery of the first-fruits, which Abel, Noah, Abraham, David, Solomon,
and Elijah showed conciliates divine wrath.!%

14. And they dare to name the head of their detestable sect “Christ,” about which Christ
previously bore witness: “There will arise false Christs and false prophets,”!?” and this is
what the prophet meant by saying, “The fool has thought in his heart that there is no
God.”108

As can be gathered from the above list, “T‘ondrakeci” was understood as a threat levelled at the
very heart and center of the institutional Church and its authority as manifested in its institutions
and liturgical rites. The Church’s power was due in large part to its claim to be the exclusive
intermediary between the people and God. This role was visibly made manifest in a variety of
ways, from major rites of passage to the quotidian details of daily life. The liturgical forms of the

institutional Church — baptism, divine liturgy (patarag), marriage, burial — were the most

101 ﬁ‘g' Lllflu[nl,luu[luzm nL[nugnLﬂ[ujJil, Ld Ll,lu[illrlﬁ 4‘ |73 ulflﬁé'blul, #luil Lll[n_luu[luzmnl_[t;["jl: Grigor ofNarek,
“Letter to Kaw Monastery,” MH 12:1088.15. This could be a reference to the community’s Adoptionist
Christology. On this, see Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 216-230.

102 ﬁ‘g' iﬁflebw&bllil #uufulClufuug gw4ulillllJnLﬁilLilil, Jd uluuuufouﬁ 4‘ 711]'11171111_[3["_71: Grigor ofNarek, “Letter to
Kcaw Monastery,” MH 12:1088.16.

103 See John 2:1-11.

1041 John 4:8.
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prominent manifestations of the role and means by which the Church acted out its function as
mediator between the human and divine realms. The T ondrakian community viewed it as
unnecessary to perform these rites in the way instituted by the establishment Church and thus
threatened its authority. One may profitably compare the situation here with the iconoclast
controversy of an earlier period. Recent scholarship on Byzantine iconoclasm has uncovered the
extent to which the clerical reaction against icons was due to their fear of it compromising their
position as sole mediators between divinity and humanity and their general suspicion and
hostility towards any other source of spiritual authority or power.!%

The physical spaces and elements that were the visible loci of the Church’s authority and
mediating role were also under threat. The cross was both the quintessential symbol of the
Church (comparable to the flag of a modern nation), as well as understood to be a sacred medium
of divine power and presence in the hand of the cleric, particularly when sanctified by the
miwron. Historians of the period, such as T'ovma Arcruni and Aristakes Lastivertc i, relate
episodes wherein crosses were stolen or intentionally destroyed.!'!® Thus, the T ‘ondrakite
rejection of cross veneration was not just a matter of intellectual theological dispute, but was a
highly charged matter with very practical consequences, as a result of such instances and its
symbolic manifestation of church authority. Likewise, the church building, with relics of saints
under the sanctified altar or in other significant places, was the physical meeting place between
divine and human realms, a locus of the holy. Great pains were taken in the period to construct

churches as beautiful and luxurious as possible to suit this lofty function, the church of the Holy

109 See Brubaker, Inventing Byzantine Iconoclasm, 35, 49.
110 See T ovma Arcruni, History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘111.27, MH 11:249-50, tr. Thomson, 306-08;
Aristakes Lastivertc i, History 23, MH 16:615—622. For other instances, see Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 165—66.
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Cross at Att"amar, considered in the previous chapter, being one of the most extreme examples
of visual ostentation. The T ondrakites’ approach to such matters was essentially iconoclastic,
summed up well in one purported report Grigor Magistros provides of their views: “We are not
worshippers of matter but worshippers of God; and we consider the cross, church, priestly
garments, and performance of the sacrifice as nothing, looking only to their inner sense [or
mystery: funpéncpng].”M!! The T ondrakites rejected the notion that the church was primarily to
be understood as the church building, believing it referred instead to the assembled believers.
This is one of the principal points that Anania takes up in the fragment surviving from his
Refutation, wherein he unifies the different senses of the word “church,” as (a) pertaining to the
assembly of believers who have come together;!!? (b) universal and catholic, spreading out
through the entire inhabited world, unified and uniform;'!? (¢) and as a sacred building that
serves as the home of the Lord and a lordly temple.!'* Anania argues that these senses are not in
opposition to one another, but in harmony together. His Encomium on the Holy Universal
Church, much of it written in the second person addressed to the church, also praises the church
according to these various senses. The anti-iconoclastic project is continued further by Grigor in
the several discourses of his Book of Lamentation devoted to celebrating the church (75) and its

ritual objects such as the semantron (92) and miwron (93).
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[67], MH 16:199.59. On the iconoclasm of the Paulicians/T ‘ondrakites and their identification with Manichaeanism
for that reason, see Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 201-204.
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199



The liturgical calendar of feasts and fasts was a prominent way by which the authority of
the church permeated the daily life of the people, since time itself and the quotidian habits of
eating and drinking were regulated by the liturgical calendar. The T ondrakian community did
not attribute the same status of sacredness to Sunday that the institutional Church did, much less
follow its calendar of prescribed feasts and fasts. Ordination, which was strictly regulated,
granted the rite to perform liturgical functions and was the entryway into the highly articulated
and stratified ecclesiastical hierarchy, from parish functionaries (dpir, sarkavag, etc.) at the
bottom to the catholicos at the top. All the above were rejected by the T ondrakians, who instead
sanctified their own priests and had a much less developed hierarchical structure. Taken together,
all of the above makes it clear that the T ondrakites were viewed by Church hierarchs first and
foremost as a menacing threat to the legitimacy of the establishment Church’s power and

authority, as manifested in its liturgical and ecclesial orders and institutions.

The Application of the “T ondrakec‘i” Label to Ascetic Figures

It is thus that the label “T ‘ondrakec‘i” could be extended to anyone that threatened the
authority of the Church and its role as exclusive mediator between the divine and human realms,
enacted via its many visible institutions, such as the regimented ordination and stratified
hierarchy and its liturgical rites, ceremonies, and sacraments. And with the awareness of the
tenth-century crises examined above in the background, it becomes readily understandable how
at this particular time the integrity of the Church, the stability of the social order, and the
authority of the catholicos were perceived as being threatened seemingly on all fronts. It is under
such conditions that the label “T ‘ondrakec‘i” came to be applied to figures within the church

(rather than the T ondrakian community itself which existed outside it) that the hierarchy viewed
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as a threat to its authority or as competing sources of spiritual authority and power. Chief among
such culprits were reformist, spiritualist, ascetic figures, whether they be bishops, vardapet
abbots, or monastics (all of whom are represented in contemporaneous sources that censure
“Tondrakec‘1” activity). The episcopal hierarchy and especially the catholicos viewed such
figures as diminishing the importance of the liturgy and sacraments, which were the visible and
physical manifestation of the Church’s mediating role and external sign of their authority in a
domain, and advocating instead another way to access God, focused on the interior, unseen, non-
material, private plane.

One may see this illustrated through the case of Yakobos, bishop of Hark', as portrayed
in the History of Aristakes Lastivertc‘i. From Aristakés’ first introduction of him, his asceticism
is noted, as well as the fact that he encouraged such behavior in those priests under him:

At the beginning of his term of authority, he exampled all the virtues. He dressed in sack-

cloth, fasted, went bare-footed; and he chose for his priests who always accompanied

him, men coarsely clad and simple, who avoided a life of pleasure, and constantly
occupied themselves in the singing of psalms.!'!>
Yakobos emerges as a reforming figure, who, like Xosrov of Anjewaci, believed that the
delicate balance between spirit and body, inner reality and external manifestation, was off
balance, with the latter being emphasized at the expense of the former. In the views of such
spiritually-minded bishops, too much emphasis was being put on external forms to the neglect of

the individual heart and spirit. For this reason, Yakobos introduced reforms in order to seek to

correct this situation: “In the first place he began by establishing selection among priests
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trans. Conybeare, Key of Truth, 131-32.
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according to worth and told the unworthy to remain silent.”!!¢ This seems to indicate that

Y akobos began to introduce some kind of hierarchy among ordained priests in his jurisdiction
based not on their seniority or familial connections, but on their spiritual merit. This would have
meant a disruption to the ecclesiastical and societal norm, and would have been perceived as
bringing disorder during an era that, as we have seen, was already very dynamic and unstable. As
the leader of a highly conservative institution, the catholicos would have viewed any innovation
as potentially dangerous. Furthermore, Aristakes claims that Yakobos ordered priests “to offer
the sacrifice (yuwmwpwg) only three times per year.”'!'” This seems to have applied to the
monastic communities under his jurisdiction, which would have contained many ordained
priests. This injunction would likely have been an attempt to downplay the external ritual, which
in his view had been overly emphasized at the expense of the inner, spiritual dimension of faith.
Bishop Yakobos also taught that the institution of confession and forgiveness does not in and of
itself cleanse an individual of sin. Rather, an individual is only forgiven by God if he “in his own
soul himself repented of his sins;” and unless he did that “commemorations help him not, nor
liturgies (wummpug p).”''® By the same reasoning, and like the T ondrakians, he scorned the
practice of offering matat to atone for the sins of the departed, arguing that it did not help the
soul that had not repented.!! At issue was the tension between ritual cleansing vs. moral
repentance. Bishop Yakobos inclined to the view that in his time the former was being

emphasized at the expense of the latter and sought to correct the balance with reforms, some of
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ynky: Aristak@s Lastiverc'i, History 22, MH 16:612.21; trans. Conybeare, Key of Truth, 133.

17 h unu[n_nzil 17[1[1u lf[ouil ll'lumnl_gluflbl Wy Aristakes Lastiverc‘i, HiStOl’y 22, MH 16:613.21.

118 IL” wgugbu neuncgwilp, [k np fuph fepn wfuiuufgfl, apny Fhguict be Uil p guyuy funip oy, ilu ng
J[mewl[.g uu_l.ljlbfl |7 ng Wy p: Aristakes Lastivertc‘i, HiStOl’y 22, MH 1661323, trans. Conybeare, Key Of
Truth, 134.

119 Aristakes Lastivertc‘i, History 22, MH 16:613.23.
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which (like offering mass only three times per year) would have been perceived as rather
extreme. One may easily see how from the establishment Church’s perspective, the reforms and
behavior of a bishop like Yakobos would be perceived as a direct threat to the stability of the
social and ecclesiastical order and its own role as exclusive mediator between the individual and
God, enacted through its liturgical rites.

The stark language Aristakés uses to describe the threat of Yakobos and his teaching
reveals the degree to which it was seen as threatening the integrity of the Church. Aristakés says
that Yakobos planned “to subvert the holy church from its foundations” and “shear off the glory
of the church.”'?% As Aristakés goes on to narrate, Bishop Yakobos’ actions resulted in the most
undesirable outcomes for the establishment Church, intermeshed as it was with the political and
societal order: social unrest, division, and schism. As a result of Bishop Yakobos’ activities, “the
congregations were divided into two parties, because some accepted this teaching, but others not.
And all were disturbed and perplexed.”!?! Responding to the situation, a synod was called and
Y akobos was summoned, but the governors of the province would not hand him over, according
to Aristakes because they respected his sanctity. Bishop Yakobos, however, was betrayed by a
close associate named Esayi, and turned over to Catholicos Sargis (sed. 992/3-1019), who
defrocked him and administered to him the common punishment reserved for heretics: “He

branded his forehead with the likeness of a fox™ and imprisoned him.'??> While in Aristakés’

120 l]ul[lé’;‘[l lu‘ﬂlnl_ 4[11fullfF unuu[lulbl llbqbllbgﬁ uanF...l[lu[ié'g‘p uuuﬁlibl zll[nun_u l?l[bllbgLnJ: Aristakes Lastivertc‘i,
History 22, MH 16:612.17, 19; trans. Conybeare, Key of Truth, 133.

lflu[nl, [1 a’nLl[Ill |73 [1 mluplu[lnl_uluflu ulil[[lnu[ [[lqun Aristakes Lastiveﬂc‘i, HiStO}'y 22, MH 1661324, trans.
Conybeare, Key of Truth, 134.

122 118 Lllll"LbuLul}[I"zlf l[l?pu[lu[nufluu_.g [ululnufl Jb[ibuu 7111[11.u bl}bwl: Aristakes Lastivertc(i, HiStO}'j/ 22, MH
16:614.30; trans. Conybeare, Key of Truth, 135. This punishment was inflicted on heretical leaders in order to mark
them as bestial and sub-human. On this punishment, see the nineteenth canon of the Council of Sahapivan. See
Hovhanessian, “Canons of the Council of Sahapivan,” 92; Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 82—83.
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portrayal, Bishop Yakobos is called a T ondrakian,'?* he refers to him by this epithet for the
reason mentioned above — that he threatened the integrity of the Church in a way typologically
similar to that of the actual T ondrakians. We can be sure that he was not actually a member of
the T ondrakite community firstly by the fact that he was a bishop of the establishment Church
and secondly by the fact that Aristakes reports that after he managed to escape from prison he
tried to join the sect of the T ondrakians, after having been excommunicated from the Church.!?*
The third indication is that he was excommunicated. Excommunication (anathematization) was
the ultimate punishment for elements overly threatening to Church order and authority, and there
are several such instances in our period, from bishops such as Xosrov and Yakobos to laypeople

such as the bandits in Siwnik".

Anania of Narek and the T ondrakec’i label

On first impression and based on the testimonia about Anania and his Refutation from
Grigor of Narek, one might assume that Anania of Narek wrote his Refutation of the
T ondrakians on his own initiative in order to “demolish” the heresy. However, the facts on the
ground were surely more subtle than that. One recalls that the work was commissioned by
Catholicos Anania Mokac‘i, as Grigor Magistros had noted. This chapter has shown how the

catholicate of Anania Mokac‘i was fraught with controversy. In the midst of crisis and chaos,

123 Aristakes Lastivertc‘i, History 22, MH 16:614.30.

124 Aristak@s says that even they refused to take him. This is a trope (fopos) about heretics meant to further denigrate
them (i.e., it probably did not happen). Aristakes also relates that he fled first to Constantinople and sought baptism
from the Chalcedonian Byzantines, but they refused to admit him (in other cases, such condemned figures are
mentioned as rushing off to become muslim). In all likelihood, Yakobos went neither to the T ondrakians nor to the
Chalcedonians, but after being defrocked went straight to his family in Xlat® (and then apparently later to
Muharkin), where he resided until his death in ignominy, as Aristakes goes on to say. See Aristakes Lastivertci,
History 22, MH 16:614—-15.32-36.
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Catholicos Anania’s agenda was to promote uniformity, demand obedience to the hierarchical
order, and suppress subversive elements. It seems more likely that Catholicos Anania had Anania
of Narek write the Refutation as a test of loyalty, because Narek monastery itself under Abbot
Anania had emerged as a “Tondrakec‘i” menace (i.e., was viewed as threatening the primacy of
the Church’s role as sole mediator manifested in the external forms of its liturgy, hierarchical
order, and institutions). Under Abbot Anania’s leadership, Narek monastery with its vibrant
spirituality and advanced ascetic-mystical practices (see Chapter Three) laid greater emphasis on
the inner dimensions of Christian practice than on external forms. As such, it would have been a
prime suspect in the eyes of the episcopal hierarchy, attuned as it was to any element that
threatened its authority and the necessity of its mediating role. It is important also to recall here
the differences between bishops and vardapets in this period, whose roles were completely
different and unconnected with one another, unlike the contemporary situation in the church
today. Bishops, unlike vardapets (ordained teachers of Theology) such as Anania, did not often
receive advanced theological training. Their qualification to the largely administrative post of
bishop generally had to do with their familial connections, rather than with their spiritual or
theological qualifications. Those pursuing theology and advanced spirituality sought training in
monastic academies and passed through the systematic training required to become a vardapet.
Unlike the contemporary situation in the Armenian church, there was no overlap between
vardapets and the episcopal hierarchy. Rather, the two represented different, and at times in this
period, clashing forms of religious authority. The former relied primarily on spiritual,
charismatic, theological authority, inasmuch as the vardapet’s function was to teaching and
preach, while the latter primarily wielded administrative, hierarchical, liturgical authority. The

rise to prominence of the cenobitic institutions in this period meant an elevation of the social
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position and authority of the vardapet abbot, particularly when like Anania of Narek, that figure
was the head of a monastic academy with many monks under their authority. Reading between
the lines, some contemporary scholars have made the apt suggestion that it is probably more
appropriate to think of Anania’s Refutation as having been compelled by Catholicos Anania
rather than simply commissioned.!?

This view is lent further credence when one examines the extant portion of Anania’s
treatise. Although it is only a small fragment and therefore one must be cautious about drawing
any implications or conclusions about the rest of the work, what immediately strikes the reader is
how far removed the piece is from any trace of the typical invective or vociferous attacks that
one normally finds in polemical works directed against heretics or heresies. By contrast, the
fragment of the work that survives is a profound and subtle theological, philosophical, and
etymological reflection on the meaning of the church (£4£q£gf) that is consonant with the
mystical approach to theology exemplified in the discourses of Grigor’s Matean. As Mah¢é
observed, at one point it crescendos into panegyric-like praise of the church.!?¢ From the short
fragment, one forms the impression that Anania was not only defending the Church from the
critiques levelled against it by the actual T ondrakians, but that he was also defending himself
from “T ondrakec‘i” suspicion, via a textual performance in which he demonstrated his own
loyalty by showing the depth of his understanding and appreciation for the church. One recalls as
well his one extant panegyric, which is a lengthy encomium in praise of the (Armenian) Church,
which elaborates these themes even further. The greater part of the work is written in the second

person, addressed to the church itself, as Anania praises and offers mystical reflection on the

125 Cowe, “Generic and Methodological Developments,” 679—80; Terian, “Gregory of Narek,” 285.
126 Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 55.
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many dimensions of the church.'?” As such, the encomium prefigures the literary approach of
Grigor Narekac ‘i, as Hrachya T ‘amrazyan has observed.'?® In addition to Grigor’s festal works
(1 p, gutid p), one recalls specifically Grigor’s approach in the several discourses of the
Matean that are devoted to celebrating aspects of the Church, its faith and ritual elements, in
particular the thirty-fourth, which is a lengthy confession of faith, the fifty-third, on the eucharist,
the seventy-fifth, which eulogizes the spiritual and physical nature of the church, the ninety-
second, devoted to the “wooden bell” or semantron, and the ninety-third, on the miwron.
Weighing heavily in the contextual backdrop of all these texts is not just the Narekian writers’
response to the iconoclastic views of the T ondrakians, but their own attempt to exonerate
themselves of “T‘ondrakec‘i” suspicion by demonstrating that their highly internal approach to
spirituality is not set in opposition to external liturgical forms and thus should not be viewed as a
threat to the episcopal hierarchy.

There were indeed ways in which Anania’s teaching could be identified with extremist
positions of the time, like that of Bishop Yakobos. Reminiscent of the latter’s policies, the
central argument of Anania’s “To Priests” is that the chief qualification or prerequisite of being a
good priest is not first and foremost to be an adept performer of ritual or a loyal member to the
hierarchy, but to be one who has attained inward and outward virtue. Thus, the treatise begins:
“Now, the priestly rank itself is manifest in worthiness, how one must be holy and immaculate,
removed from all evil things. For God demands of a priest the perfection [or: performance] of

every virtue.”!?” Anania says in many different ways and by referring to numerous biblical

127 Anania of Narek, Encomium on the Holy Universal Church, MH 10:628-46.77-221.
128 T“amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:295.
Uuinnim® fi pu§uwiungks: Anania of Narek, “To Priests,” MH 10:328.1.
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examples that only the priest that is holy and perfected in virtue is worthy to approach God in the
eucharistic liturgy. Otherwise, an unworthy priest communicates in the divine mystery to his
peril. It is therefore the inner purity of the priest that makes him worthy of performing the
mystery; it is not enough merely to be ordained and consecrated by the miwron without having
attained inner sanctity as well.

Likewise, Anania’s ethical instruction is marked by a distinction between external and
internal behavior, with greater stress laid upon the latter in both the development of virtue and as
the marker of true goodness. Anania uses two closely related terms to distinguish between the
two domains: ereveli vark* (kpkokyfr sfupp) refers to ‘outward conduct’ or ‘visible behavior’
while anerevoyt* bark  (wubpkenyf# pupp) refers to ‘internal disposition’ or ‘invisible behavior.’
He clarifies this distinction in the following passage from the instruction “To Priests:”

And just as you direct your outward conduct [gbpkekyfs sfmpun], 1.e. with fasting, prayer,

labors, and poverty, so also direct your inward disposition [guhkpbengf¢ pupu], 1.€. be

gentle, humble, pleasant, merciful, without rancor, patient, peace-making, forbearing,
because one must in every way be pleasing to God, be cleansed of outward faults as well
as inward, spiritual vices, since the Pharisee and the foolish virgins rightly directed only
their outward way of life and were found unworthy.!3°
What is implied in the latter half of the quote in the reference to the Pharisee and foolish virgins
is that properly ordering the external is not sufficient for ensuring acceptability to God. Since this
is an instruction to priests, the implication in the liturgical realm is that properly executing the

external form (liturgical ritual) should not be the only or primary preoccupation of the priest.

Rather, they should be more focused on their inward purity, their ascetic and ethical behavior.

P0G npubu ghplckyfs fupug nogplbe’ qupaSa b quigucFu, qugfosmn o be quibipligne i, sy b
quiibiplng(t pupu neqpbu’ kg, funiuupl, puggp, mpnpdud, winfuljog, Swdpbpg, poguigupop, bplo g o,
purtigfy wuspen § wil s gife Swlng by Yuinnedng, bpbebyh wfumuiing duppfy be gubbpbeng(d fr gl
wifnnfrg, puslogfy byl b gfulup fneoubpl gbpbkypo dpogh negyg byt gyuput be pammwb guwl: Anania of
Narek, “To Priests,” MH 10:328.30. He elaborates on this also in “Evangelical, Apostolic, and Prophetic Speech,”
MH 10:403.
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Such a view of course could be threatening to the hierarchy because its power was manifest in
the external forms of rituals and it is by means of the faithful execution of rituals on the part of
the priests that their role as mediator between the divine and human realms is expressed and
enacted. From the perspective of the catholicos, this could well be viewed as a challenge to the
power of the Church, which perhaps prized loyalty and faithful execution of liturgical form as
highly as personal behavior. Reform and innovation of any kind are generally met with suspicion
and hostility on the part of leaders of conservative institutions. Such concerns would be all the
more salient in a period marked by chaos and disorder, when the Church already felt under threat
by an internal community like the T ondrakians and an external church like the Byzantines, both
of whom openly rejected and denounced their liturgical forms and rituals.

Approaching the issue from this nuanced contextual backdrop, it becomes understandable
why Anania in particular, and the abbots of the new monasteries in general, could be seen as
posing a threat to, or perceived as competing with, the episcopal hierarchy in a way typologically
similar to the T ondrakites. The explosion in monastic construction, the greater social and
economic visibility of monasteries, and the greater number of monks under the leadership of the
vardapet abbots, gave those figures an increased measure of spiritual authority and clout. The
spiritual counsel they offered and the private prayer and devotions they emphasized could easily
be seen as competing with the external liturgical forms the episcopal hierarchy relied on, by
offering an alternate, higher, independent path to union with the divine. Anania’s own texts bear
witness to the fact that he laid more emphasis on the inner, spiritual dimensions of prayer and
piety than the external performance of liturgical services. For example, in “On Compunction and

Tears,” he counsels his addressee:

209



Obtain a pure heart and a humble spirit, so that God will incline to your prayers and smell
the sweet aroma. As it is written, “When Noah offered the sacrifice (yuwmupmg) to God,
it was smelled by the Lord as a sweet aroma” — not, that is, the body or the blood of the
birds and beasts, but the will of the one who offered. Likewise, your prayers are a
sacrifice (wunumpumy) to God; offer them before God with purity of heart.'3!
Here, Anania uses the word “sacrifice (yumwpug),” to refer not to the eucharist or mass (its
common designation in Armenian), but to the private, contemplative prayer of the monk, offered
in secret. In “Counsel on Prayer,” he instructed that one should never neglect the communal
prayers, and that one should perform without deviation one’s privately determined rule of prayer,
fasts, and abstentions.!3? In the monastic setting, it was the latter that was given extra emphasis
over the former. For example, an anonymous text “On Faith (Bwywgu $wrmnng),” from a
fourteenth-century monastic miscellany that also contains the only known copy of Anania’s
“Recapitulated and Condensed Sentences,” states explicitly that “the honor and glory of
communal prayer is single, while that of individual prayer is twofold.”!3? Likewise, at Narek, the
private prayer of the monk was given special emphasis. One recalls that Grigor’s Matean itself

was composed in the first place to be employed in the private prayer, and in conjunction with the

spiritual exercises of monks.!3* It is easy to see how, given the various social and ecclesiastical

Ol Uppun unepp wimmghp ke Smgf porfipS, np po ququ Fuls funbopf Gumnews ke Sonmnfs [ Sn b y:
Npsghu b qplusy §, [#5 «Bnpdud dunnngg Unyg sy QunncSng, Smnninbgue fr S§p b $nin wineyfig, ng [#5 b
dwpd i b guppts [Frglingl be wimubngh, wyy b lpdlo dwmneguigpi: Ugay§o b pn g @ ph sppimmpug §
Uuinnidng, uppncfdbwdp upnfp dunnn g wnmdf Yumnedng: Anania of Narek, “On Compunction and Tears,”
MH 10:368-69.59-61.

12 Qg bssy s [Fuuls Ssnsaprunljusg’ e phifhots ke g fpbpng, pho Of winb webibp: Qpn usSd bl
ey &buslyurls lypaprog s wibifunsifrudts Qunnuplo quigue[Fpy be qupnSng, be qlpupg by sult uppnFhudp swSbo,
zll.ulfbioufl llllJllJlllFlllilll’l Llllnl_znl_ﬁbuufg uilu4bul, lflufluu_luful, wiu |73 Lllu[[ulilzu |73 Llluu_zuuﬁblﬁu: Anania ofNarek,
“Words for Prayer,” MH 10:347.1-2.

B3 Qunsuprasly iy [ & dpuslyp ugusinpe b s p, fuoly war asbidiouslpusss iy From “On Faith (Suuigu
Swemmny),” M 2680 ff. 350r—361r. Cited in T amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 254 n. 122. See also Mahé, Grégoire
de Narek, Tragédie, 60—61.

134 I have considered this use of Grigor’s prayer book in Arlen, “Texts for Keeping Watch,” 16-19.
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crises that led to what Jean-Pierre Mah¢ has called the “antiheretical psychosis” that marked the
middle to late tenth century,!?> such a perspective would be viewed with hostility.!3¢

One can appreciate further the concerns of Catholicos Anania Mokac ‘i when we consider
the fact that certain monastic communities of the period were known or supposed to have had
direct associations with T ondrakites. An example of the former is the monastery of Kéaw in
Mokk", to which Grigor of Narek addressed his letter of reproval, noting that the abbot had
reported to a vardapet named Muset that he (the abbot) had sent a messenger to the T ondrakites
and had been convinced that “they are not alien to the apostolic tradition (3% npu e
Jurreusphyuwbig gucwbn [FERE)” 7

Another episode related by Aristakes Lastivertc'i is suggestive in regard to the way that
ascetic activity came to be associated with the T ‘ondrakec i label.!*® The reported event took
place in the district of Mananah, a region associated with the Arab emirates and not far from the
border with the Byzantine empire. As with the episode of bishop Yakobos, the narration begins
with ascetic activity. This time the figure in question was a monk named Kuncik, who lived in
the area around the city of Sirni. Kuncik was a highly respected and influential spiritual leader to
certain noble men and women of the area, including one Hranoys and her two kinsfolk, Axni and
Kamaray, who held domains in the area, and a prince (isxan) named Vrvei. Working together,
they influenced many of the local people and transformed the places of worship in accordance
with “T“ondrakeci” ways, including the monastery that Vrvér himself had financed and

supported on his private domain and churches in the villages of Kas¢ and Atiwsoy. Aristakes

135 “psychose antihérétique regnant a cette époque.” Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 521. One might compare this to
McCarthyism (Red Scare) of the last century or the “cancel culture” of the present.

136 This point was made in Cowe, “Generic and Methodological Developments,” 679-80.

137 Grigor of Narek, “Letter to Kéaw Monastery,” MH 12:1087.1.

138 The episode is narrated in Aristak€s Lastiverc'i, History 23.
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notes with horror that “whenever an opportunity presented itself...they shamelessly tore down

the symbol of our salvation and the armor of our Lord’s victory”!

and then relates an example
of one such episode. As mentioned above, the T ondrakians viewed the reverence paid to
physical crosses as idolatrous matter-worship. As also mentioned above, there are examples in
the period of iconoclastic destruction, as well as theft, of crosses used in the liturgical services of
the church as well as xac k ‘ars (carved stone crosses erected to commemorate the death of a
loved one or on other occasions). Probably in an attempt to emphasize the spiritual, inward
dimensions of faith and downplay external objects and forms, those in Vrvéi’s domains removed
some of the costly and prized ritual objects and crosses employed in worship. In response to such
“T‘ondrakec‘i” activity, the region’s archbishop, Samugél, gathered an armed force and had the
perpetrators seized, in particular six of the principal leaders (called vardapets by Aristakes), who
were branded with the sign of a fox.

Here then is another vivid example of the way in which ascetic and spiritual monks were
under great suspicion and at times violently persecuted by the episcopal hierarchy. Despite his
earlier Refutation, Anania could not escape the “anti-heretical psychosis” of the age. During the
tenure of the next catholicos after Anania Mokac i, Xac ik ArSaruni, Anania was charged with
the “T‘ondrakec‘i” label. Xa¢ ik demanded from him a profession of his orthodox belief, despite
the fact that Anania had written two previous works at Xac ik’s request, the Book of Instruction,

while Xac ik was bishop of ArSarunik‘ and the Root of Faith, while Xa¢ ik was catholicos.!*

These details show just how fraught with tension the relations between the episcopal hierarchy

139 ”’L[I |73 rl,[luluu_ll dunf 4wiu}[1u14‘[1 Lngw, zllﬁlillnl_ﬁblufl lf[ran zlilz_lufﬁl |73 zlmtpnljuulllufl Juulﬂnl_ﬂbwil
11114'7171[1111[1”1111[[4‘[171 lllilllll]llllL[JlllFulp: Aristakes Lastiverc(i, HiStO}'j/ 23, MH 16:617-618.1 5, trans. Conybeare, Key

of Truth, 137.
140 T*amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:144-45.
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and the leaders of the new cenobitic monasteries were. Evidently, the accusation came at the end
of Anania’s life (f dwf yfusfpuluwisps fufny)'*" and was apparently the result of Catholicos Xag ik
listening to the accusations of others against Anania (plignciiwmly piligne fFwdp puhinwplyne
puwifyg.. bgkp qung).'*? Abbot Anania was apparently deposed from his position as abbot of
Narek, and he accused the catholicos of relishing his exile (wpunpdbyny gfufu
g e fFs).' B According to the memory of a local tradition preserved in a letter by Yakob
Patkanc’, when he was deposed from Narek Anania took refuge at Kéaw monastery in Mokk"
(the same monastery to which Grigor wrote his letter against the T ‘ondrakites).!** Likely from
exile, Anania wrote the “Letter of Confession” in order to establish the veracity of his word
(fufny prstifrg €3 fuspnnc [#f %) and the trustworthiness of his faith (g4wewmfpru Surminng
[fufrig).'* In this work, he was obliged to denounce and anathematize “all heretics, the first, the
middle, and the last (bgryfbe gudbinmg Skpdnewdngul, gumwdpin ke gl fpiu, b

qifkp9piu)” 140 and especially those of his time, the T ondrakites.'*” He then confessed his loyalty

141 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:649.3.

142 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:649.4.

143 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:649.4.

144 Yakob refers to the monastery as the “alleged site of Lord Anania’s resignation/dismissal ($yud it mkyfs
fmplywbf mbwn s Yiwifugf).” The letter is a report of the research of Yakob Patkanc® in Mokk'. Yakob was a
monk of Ktuc® Anapat and was sent by his abbot Karapet vardapet to seek out a rare copy of Grigor’s Matean that
was preserved there and which, according to local tradition, was an original copy written by Grigor himself. Yakob
copied it and it became the base for the 1774 edition of Grigor’s book of prayers. This letter is preserved in at least
four sources: the manuscript M 950 (ff. 44r—45v, copied in 1834 in Constantinople by a priest named Eliazar — the
principal work in the manuscript being an encomium to Varag composed in 1766 by Yovhann&s Mokac'i at the
request of the archbishop Grigor); the manuscript M 5037 (a miscellany (¢ngnifmdny) copied in 1797 in
Constantinople by the notary (frowus) Matt €os); the manuscript M 5066 (a miscellany copied and illustrated in
Constantinople from 1808—1815 by Yakob Patkanc); the printed edition of Grigor of Narek’s Matean (%hpf
wnophg) in Constantinople in 1807 (pages 498—500). For an evaluation of this source, see T amrazyan, Anania
Narekats i,43—47; Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 55-56, 99 n. 379.

145 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:649.1.

146 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:650.9.

G npp fp dbpacd dudwlilyfu, npp iy pulbype ey, gk bypglh Yoo ke godbugb uppeg
Uumnsny: Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:650.10.
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to the doctrine established by the prophets, apostles, and early church councils'#®

and compiled a
lengthy creedal confession of faith that is explicitly aligned with official church dogma.'#’ He
calls himself a “child and inheritor of this faith from birth to old age,”!>° putting his trust in the
divine to vindicate him.!>! We do not know the outcome of the story — whether he was
reinstated at Narek or died in ignominious exile, like Xosrov Anjewac"i.

The foregoing discussion has elaborated the connection between ascetic, spiritualist
figures and the “T ‘ondrakec‘i” label. Monastic spirituality laid emphasis on the inner nature of
the individual’s journey to God (thedsis) as being of greater importance than the performance of
external, liturgical rituals. While monastics like Anania and Grigor were not openly iconoclastic
or opposed to the Church establishment, their interior mysticism was viewed as threatening to
the catholicos and episcopal hierarchy, who perceived it as diminishing their own, as well as the
Church’s role, as the sole mediator between humans and the divine, especially in light of the
social and ecclesiastical crises that marked the period. This is the reason their spiritual activity at

Narek came under suspicion and attack and why they were forced to defend themselves and their

devotion to the church in some of their works.

148 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:650-51.11-28.

149 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:652-55.35-73.

Y060 g Surnnng bdd npgf ke duinwig fr Sl bk dphgke fr Skpncf@fes: Anania of Narek, “Letter of
Confession,” MH 10:655.74.

131 Anania of Narek, “Letter of Confession,” MH 10:657.90-92.

214



CHAPTER 5

ANANIA OF NAREK AND ARMENIAN RESPONSES TO BYZANTINE EXPANSION

U.py, qplnpbuy jlunnidng q2uwyuwunwlbugu n® hpt wpfudwpfl;. nmz wyuftl Auljunwl
qunulih wyliyhuhl ZnginyG Uppny, np plinpbug qdbq npnpdnipbwd'pl hupny b pGnphpe:
Now then, who would dare to condemn us Armenians, who have been chosen by God? Would not
such a person be found to be an adversary of the Holy Spirit, Who chose us by His mercy and

grace?

— Anania of Narek, Root of Faith

As discussed in the first chapter, the period from the middle of the ninth to the middle of
the eleventh century is marked by a resurgence of the Byzantine Empire, which gradually
expanded southwards into Cilicia, northern Syria, and Mesopotamia, and eastwards into Lesser
and Greater Armenia. From the perspective of Armenia, the Byzantine expansion may be
roughly divided into two periods.! During the first, from the middle of the ninth century through
the reign of Romanos II (963), the empire’s campaigns and territorial gains were mostly confined
to the borderlands, the emirates, and the areas of western or Lesser Armenia. The second period
was marked by the absorption of many of the Armenian kingdoms and principalities into the
Byzantine Empire, beginning with the Bagratid principality of Taron in 966/7 and culminating
with the Bagratid kingdom of Kars in 1064. This chapter considers the role of Anania of Narek
and a cluster of high-ranking vardapets, who, under Catholicos Xac ik ArSaruni, were charged
with defending the autonomy and integrity of the Armenian Church in the face of the territorial

advances of tha Byzantine Empire and the assimilationist agenda of its eastern hierarchs.

! On these campaigns and this period of expansion, see Shepard, “Equilibrium to Expansion;” Greenwood,
“Armenian Neighbours;” Ter-Ghewondyan, Arab Emirates, 109—24; Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, 124-26.
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ECCLESIASTICAL DIPLOMACY AS A BRANCH OF BYZANTINE FOREIGN POLICY

After a bleak century and a half for the Byzantine state, which experienced significant
territorial losses to the caliphate followed by a fraught period of collective self-reckoning, the
psychological depths of which are manifest in the long iconoclast controversy, the prevailing
mood in the state became much more optimistic by the middle of the ninth century.? After the
“Triumph of Orthodoxy,” the Byzantine Empire, under Michael III (r. 842—867) and Basil I
(867—886), began looking eastwards with an eye to winning back territory on the eastern borders
of its state.® Initial Byzantine victories against the Arabs in the 850s must have lent confidence to
the emperor and his army.* In 861, the beginning of the crisis at the caliphal capital (discussed in
the first chapter), likely provided further impetus for the Byzantine Empire to seek ways to
exploit to their advantage the unstable situation in the East. Naturally, Constantinople looked to
the Christian peoples of the caliphate to join their co-religionists across the border in the battle
against the Muslim enemy. Throughout this period, the patriarch of Constantinople played an
important role in advancing this goal of Byzantine foreign policy. Thus, in the early 860s, during
his first patriarchal term, Patriarch Photios (sed. 858—867; 877—886) sent John, Archbishop of
Nike (in Thracia), as his emissary on a diplomatic mission to Armenia to convey an appeal for
regional Christian unity and harmony. This should be seen not as a pursuit of theological and

Christological agreement for its own sake, but as a diplomatic mission serving the interests of

2 On the iconoclast period, see Brubaker and Haldon, Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era; Auzépy, “State of
Emergency.”

3 On the reigns of these two emperors, which followed immediately after the resolution of the iconoclast
controversy, see Tougher, “After Iconoclasm.”

4 Tougher, “After Iconoclasm,” 297.
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imperial foreign policy, which sought to persuade Armenia (and the other Christian peoples of
the Caucasus) to join its side in the military operations against the emirs and caliphate.

To discuss matters, a synod convened at Sirakawan in 862/3 under the auspices of (then
sparapet) ASot Bagratuni and Catholicos Zak ‘aria Jagec i (sed. 855 — 877).> The patriarch of
Constantinople was represented by John, Archbishop of Niké (in Thracia) and also present was
the West Syrian archdeacon Nonnus of Nisibis.® That the synod had less to do with theological
or Christological discussion and more to do with political matters is indicated by the fact that
only one representative was present from the Byzantine side. Had the discussions at the synod
been primarily about debating Christological issues, John of Niké likely would have found
himself at a great disadvantage vis-a-vis the Syriac representative Nonnus (not to mention
significantly outnumbered by all of the non-Chalcedonians present). Nonnus held something of
celebrity status at the time, having engaged in theological and apolegtic activities in Armenia
since the early ninth century. As a young deacon, he debated Theodore Abt Qurrah at the court
of ASot Bagratuni (775-826), prince of Tardn, in the year 817, arguing the miaphysite position
over and against Theodore’s Chalcedonian theology, and, according to later Armenian writers
such as Vardan Arewelc ‘i, winning the debate.” Later, Nonnus was commissioned by prince
ASot’s son Bagrat to write a commentary on the Gospel of John.* He composed the work in

Arabic and it was subsequently translated into Armenian some thirty years later.” As a result of

3> On this synod and its significance, see Maksoudian, “Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids;” Dorfmann-
Lazarev, “Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council of Sirakawan” in Christ in Armenian Tradition, 293-313; idem,
Armeéniens et Byzantins a l'époque de Photius, 19-23, 5657 (for the date of the synod), 212—40.

¢ On these figures, see Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et Byzantins a 'époque de Photius, 66-79.

7 Thomson, “Introduction” in Nonnus of Nisibis, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, xviii—xix; Maksoudian,
“Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids,” 336-37.

8 Nonnus of Nisibis, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John.

® Thomson, “Introduction” in Nonnus of Nisibis, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, Xix—xxi.
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the contentious context in which it was composed, the commentary is preoccupied with
defending miaphysite Christology as formulated by Cyril of Alexandria.!° Nonnus was
imprisoned along with the high-ranking Armenian noble dynasts at Samarra’ in the early 850s,
and unlike his patron Bagrat, he did not apostatize but rather held to the faith and was later hailed
as a confessor upon his release.!! By the time of the synod therefore, Nonnus was a highly
respected figure, long known for his stalwart faith and miaphysite convictions, who was
comfortable moving in Armenian circles and engaging in Christological debate.

While the complete acts of the synod do not survive, the extant articles associated with it
“reflect a disposition towards establishing a modus vivendi between the Monophysite [sic] and
Chalcedonian elements in Christian Caucasia,” as Krikor Maksoudian has noted.!? At this stage,
Byzantine influence among the Christian communities of the caliphate was minimal, after over a
century of a fixed border zone (thughiir) that separated the imperial church from the Christian
communities across the border. The relative weakness of the Byzantine side in this early phase
meant it was unable actually to interfere to any significant degree in ecclesiastical or political
matters with regard to the Christian communities that remained on the other side of the caliphal
border, integrated within the caliphal administrative structure, and under caliphal suzerainty.
Nevertheless, pursuing relations marked by mutual good will between the different confessional
communities would have been beneficial both to ASot and the Byzantine emperor (then Michael
IIT). The Byzantine side likely foresaw even at this early phase that its expansion eastwards

would be greatly facilitated by the cooperation of the Christian communities in the region, if they

19 Thomson, “Introduction” in Nonnus of Nisibis, Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John, XX.
11 Dorfmann-Lazarev, “Armenian-Syrian-Byzantine Council of Sirakawan” in Christ in Armenian Tradition, 295.
12 Maksoudian, “Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids,” 338.
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were to make common cause against the Muslim adversary. Thus, they aspired for pan-Christian
military unity against the Muslim powers, conceived of as a common foe. The Byzantines were
presumably also already aware of the growing autonomy of the provincial dynasts in the
caliphate and, seeking to exploit the weakening of their ties to the caliphal center, were hoping to
cement new relations of amity with themselves. Meanwhile, Aot was looking to consolidate his
position as the pre-eminent ruler in the region, who could maintain the peaceful co-existence of
the various confessional communities in the Caucasus.'®> One recalls that ASot’s relatives, the
Bagrationi of Iberia, oversaw a Chalcedonian Christian population in communion with the
imperial church. Thus, ASot had his own special, familial interest in seeking “mutual toleration”
over Christological differences. The Bagratid dynast was eager to not allow arcane theological
disputes undermine the interests and cohesion of the larger Bagratid noble house.

The Byzantine expansion eastwards picked up pace during the reign of Basil I, who
undertook military campaigns in eastern Cappadocia, northern Syria, and western Armenia
against the emirates in those territories. Emperor Basil succeeded in taking Sebasteia and
keeping it under Byzantine control. Ecclesiastical diplomacy functioning as a branch of
Byzantine imperial policy continued in the next decade during Patriarch Photios’ second
patriarchal term. Extant are epistolary exchanges between the patriarch with prince ASot and the
vardapet bishop Sahak Mrut, the expert theologian who replied on the latter’s behalf.!* It has
been noted that they are marked by a general air of amicability, which distinguishes them from

other periods of polemical interchange between the two sides.!> However, this should be seen as

13 Maksoudian, “Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids,” 336-37.
14 See Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et Byzantins a 'époque de Photius, 24-91.
15 Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et Byzantins a l'époque de Photius, 241.
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a result of the fact that the interchange was not fundamentally about Christological issues, but
about diplomacy and furthering political and military ties between the Byzantine state and
Bagratuni realm. During these excahnges, Photios also sent a relic of the True Cross, yet when
ASsot resisted the Byzantine effort to persuade him to exchange caliphal for Byzantine suzerainty,
the epistolary exchanges likewise turned sour, as a result of the failed diplomatic mission to
secure ASot’s loyalty. Thus, the final letters reveal both sides “reverting to their traditional
positions, defining and rebutting in meticulous detail the doctrinal errors of the others.”'® The
Byzantine forces’ defeats at Meliteng in 882 and Tarsus in 883 reveal the failure of the Byzantine
Empire’s foreign policy aspirations vis-a-vis Armenia at this stage. Nevertheless, in 884, as
mentioned before, Basil sent ASot a crown in hopes of persuading the latter to become his
(instead of the caliph’s) vassal, revealing the extent to which the Byzantine Empire was
committed to its foreign policy agenda vis-a-vis Armenia.

During the reign of Basil’s successor, Leo VI, Sebasteia was administratively
incorporated into the empire as a theme in 911. One is able to observe the next phase in the
diplomatic approach conducted through the Constantinopolitan patriarch in an extant letter of
Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos (sed. 901-907, 912-925) addressed to Catholicos Yovhannés
Drasxanakertc‘i (sed. 898-924) written in 913/4 and preserved in the latter’s History of
Armenia."” The chief aim of this letter was to persuade the Christian peoples of the Caucasus to
unite together to make common cause against the Muslim enemy (in this case, Sajid emir Abd’l

Saj).!® It should be seen as further continuation of the Byzantine political and diplomatic agenda

16 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 351. See further idem, “Failure of a Mission?”

17"Yovhannés Drasxanakertc i, History of Armenia 54, MH 11:521-24.1-14, tr. Maksoudian, 189-91, tr. Boisson-
Chenorhokian, 303-05.

18 See especially MH 11:523.7-9, tr. Maksoudian, 190, tr. Boisson-Chenorhokian, 305.
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seeking to win over the Christian peoples of the Caucasus to its side against the Muslim caliphate
and emirs. In this, Byzantium began to achieve more enduring success, achieving major military
advances against the emirates when they captured the important military outposts of Meliten€ in
934 and Theodosioupolis (Ar. Qaliqala, Arm. Karin) in 949, by which the Byzantines took
control of Cappadocia. While Armenian military units did not assist in these advances, they at
least did not resist them, unlike for example the case in 922, when ASot II’s forces fought against

the Byzantine army attacking Duin.!

THE RESETTLEMENT OF MIAPHYSITE CHRISTIANS INTO IMPERIAL TERRITORY

In order to hold their newly won territories during this first phase of expansion, it was
necessary to settle there a population that would be loyal to the empire and willing to defend the
lands against the armies of the caliphate and emirates. Miaphysite Syrians and Armenians
formed a significant proportion of those who were invited to settle in the area of Sebasteia and
Cappadocia, and they took up residence alongside others belonging to the Chalcedonian
confessional community.?’ While there is little data on the particularities of intercommunal
relations there in this early phase, it is reasonable to assume that non-Chalcedonian Armenians
and Syrians attended Chalcedonian churches. Many were likely rebaptized as a way of ensuring
their full sacramental participation and integrating them into their new setting. It is plausible to
assume that there were also non-Chalcedonian churches established to serve the Armenian and
Syrian communities that immigrated into the region, especially later in the century when they

began to come in larger numbers. When Armenian immigration into the region significantly

19 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 354.
20 On the Syrian and Armenian immigration into these territories, see Cowe, “Armenian Immigration.”
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increased in the latter half of the century, confessional tensions in turn began to arise in the
region.

From the middle of the tenth century up until the century’s end, there is evidence in
sources from the period of the way in which ecclesiastical relations between the hierarchs of the
different confessional communities turned to mutual hostility, as the freshness of renewed
interaction soured with the passing of time and as the clashing ecclesiological views of each side
came up against one another. While regional Byzantine hierarchs looked to integrate Armenians
into their churches and pursued a policy of assimilation, Armenian hierarchs looked to defend
their right to separate existence and autocephaly and prevent their flock from integrating and
assimilating. Anania of Narek was one of the vardapets who played a leading role in advising the
catholicos most engaged in this struggle, Xac ik ArSaruni, who made efforts to counter the

threats facing the church.

CATHOLICOS ANANIA MOKAC ‘T AND THE BEGINNINGS OF CHALCEDONIAN TENSION

On the Armenian side, the catholicosal reign of Anania Mokac‘i (941/2 — ca. 963/4 or
965/6)*! is marked by a resurgence of hostility on the part of Armenian church leaders towards
Chalcedonianism. In the case of Catholicos Anania, we see this at play in the latter’s engagement
with the secessionist regions of Siwnik® and Atuank’, discussed in the previous chapter. In one of
the extant documents surviving from Catholicos Anania, entitled “Concerning the Rebellion of
the House of the Albanians, Whose Ordination for Years Was outside of the Throne of the Holy

Illuminator (3uuzuufu wu[umwlflznl_/}lnufl il alznl_luillllg Ld Eilrl_ o"uufuliuul[u llnul [154'

21 On the uncertainty surrounding the dates of his catholicosal tenure, see Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 91
and 92, 232 n. 155.
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&bnmgpn st wpmmpng unepp Lncowmenpsf mfdnnng®),” he notes how at the outset of his
catholicate, he was appalled to discover that some bishops in those realms had accepted the
Chalcedonian confession and that some of the princes and general population had married
spouses belonging to the Chalcedonian confessional community (a regular phenomenon of
dynastic intermarriage).?? Catholicos Anania cites in particular intermarriage between Armenians
(uy) and Iberians (4 pusgfr).?® This situation hearkens back to the turmoil of the late sixth and
early seventh century, when, like the Iberians, the Albanian church along with Siwnik® had
broken with the Armenian church, accepted Chalcedon, and temporarily aligned with the
imperial church. Unlike the situation with Iberia, however, the Armenian church managed to
achieve reunion with Albania. Nevertheless, there was a precedent for an Armenian catholicos
like Anania to see Chalcedonian acceptance as a pretext for secession or as two sides of a single
threat, and Anania portrays the present situation as such in his letter. For Siwnik* and Albania,
the profession of Chalcedonianism should be interpreted first and foremost as a way of
distinguishing themselves from the Armenian Church and thus providing a justification for
secession and autocephaly, following the secessionist tendencies also at work on the political
plane as part of this broader trend. As for intermarriage, of course, among the noble classes,
marriages naturally were made for political alliances and to cement dynastic ties, and not

primarily for expressing creedal solidarity or confessional beliefs. In line with the political trends

2 o fp Swresssimiasy Shuar bl [l qlusnsn i, gy puuspbp wpbud ph, pugney byphuy qupSopbgg be bplpo
dES wyugumplusy qfw, qfs Bhunnkuy gfph ppf b lwSeds, np bybuy §p gkl byfu Yunnedng, qinp quidubs

[ Jbwgprslyrrgrnusmg wsguimmdd plousyu, be qriubi ghofposting quicsnwbug be qugy posn S g uil wilpnfo
ppfunnikpy fr oS wilneuin RS puglybgnuluiug: MH 10:256.8.

23 Anania of Mokk", “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians, Whose Ordination for Years Was
outside of the Throne of the Holy Illuminator” MH 10:256.9. It is possible that this refers simply to non-
Chalcedonians and Chalcedonians respectively, as the latter term was also a sobriquet applied to Chalcedonian
Armenian in this period. On the use of 4 zugfs in reference to Chalcedonian Armenians, also pejoratively called
Cayd (or Cad or Cayt ‘ or Cat "), see Garsoian, “Problem of Armenian Integration,” 104; Arutjunova-Fidanjan,
“Ethno-Confessional Self-Awareness.” However, in the present context it is likely that it refers to actual Iberians.
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of the era, where fragmentation and the rise of local autonomous rule was sought after by the
nobility, Albania and Siwnik" sought autonomy on the political and ecclesiastical plane. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, in addition to the secessional aspirations of the local nobility
and hierarchs, which were likely the fundamental motivation at play, part of the jurisdictional
and hierarchical disputes regarding the consecration of the miwron and the irregular ordination of
the metropolitan of Siwnik" and catholicos of Atuank‘ was the presence of pro-Chalcedonian
leanings among hierarchs in those same regions. In his letter, Catholicos Anania cites bishops
and leading princes in those regions who had converted to Chalcedonianism and thus broken ties
with the miaphysite hierarchy.?* Later in the same letter, he goes on to state that his chief desire
was “to purge the heresy of Chalcedon that had begun to sprout, spreading in the land of
Armenia like a cancer taking hold of the whole realm,” making a pun with the words ‘Chalcedon
(Runlybnynt)’ and ‘cancer (punglky).”*® His emphasis on enforcing the boundaries separating
the different confessional communities was part of his larger aim to reassert the authority of the
Armenian catholicos over the Caucasian Albanian catholicos and the metropolitan of Siwnik".
As the Byzantine advance drew close to Armenian territory, the catholicos was likely triggered
by the correlation between secession and pro-Chalcedonianism and feared a repeat of earlier
history. As discussed in the previous chapter, he then made a concerted and prolonged effort to
demand the submission of the Albanian catholicos and Siwnid metropolitan, and reassert the

primacy of the Armenian church. As Step‘anos Taronec i relates, he also “commanded those

24 Anania of Mokk", “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians, Whose Ordination for Years Was
outside of the Throne of the Holy Illuminator” MH 10:258.22-24.

2 o Snafs sl logunp dFuspprley qpidfugboy wguiog Ruglbqai, np gugpowpSpu ugng ppp pugglby Swpulbp b
gpngnp wyfuuple bp huygbay: Anania of Mokk', “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians, Whose
Ordination for Years Was outside of the Throne of the Holy Illuminator” MH 10:259.40.
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baptized Chalcedonian to be baptized a second time”?° thus further enforcing the communal
boundaries under his catholicosal primacy. Thus, Anania Mokac‘i’s catholicate is marked by a
defense of the anti-chalcedonian position of the Armenian church, its institutional and existential
separateness from the imperial church, and its claim to primacy over the other regions of the
realms of the Caucasus seeking autocephaly (Atuank‘ and Siwnik‘).?’

Despite Catholicos Anania’s strong stance against Chalcedonianism in Siwnik", it was
Vahan, metropolitan of Siwnik‘, who was chosen as his immediate successor at a conclave
presided over by Bagratid King ASot III Oformac. Perhaps in selecting Vahan the Bagratid king
was seeking to cement relations politically with Siwnik®, since the latter was aiming for
secession from the Bagratuni realm. Given the hostile atmosphere among Armenian clerics
towards all things Chalcedonian, the election of Catholicos Vahan incited a strong reaction from
Armenian hierarchs, especially once Vahan began to seek amicable relations with the
Chalcedonian Iberians. According to Step ‘anos Tardonec'i, Vahan “expressed a desire to create
amity and agreeable relations with the Chalcedonians through epistles.”?® Later historians and
chroniclers, such as Step ‘anos Orbelean, Vardan Arewelc ‘i, and Kirakos Ganjakec ‘i, note that
Vahan had icons brought from Iberia, which were installed on the altars of Armenian churches.?’
These amicable exchanges with the Chalcedonian Iberians drew the ire of anti-Chalcedonian

Armenian clerics. A gathering of anti-Chalcedonian senior bishops and vardapets thus convened

26 zpullfulflulL Sk ailulililluJil Ll,glull[[bll,niuullluil lfl[[unblulufl 11[11[[171 luful,lulf 4[1LulfluJbg[171 lfl[[nnbl: Step‘anos
Taronec ‘i, Universal History I11.7, MH 15:754.54; tr. Greenwood, 229.

27 As Patricia Boisson, who has recently translated and studied the extant works of the catholicos, states, “Le
catholicos Anania Mokac ‘i consacre la quasi-totalité de son pontificat a la défense des positions antichalcédoniennes
de ’Eglise arménienne.” See Boisson et al., “Trois opuscules d’ Anania Mokaci,” 772.

28 U E’"I‘ #uull[[rll,nfuullluflu uﬁpblnl_ﬂ[n_il |7 4w£nl_[3["_71 [[uufbglul_ lunjlbl ﬂllﬂnl[e: Step‘anos Tar(')nec(i,
Universal History 111.8, MH 15.809.10.

29 Step ‘anos Orbelean, History of Siwnik * 53; Vardan Arewelc ‘i, Compilation of Armenian History 47; Kirakos
Ganjakec i, History of Armenia, 87.
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in the city of Ani, calling upon the Bagratid king to remove the catholicos. Among those who
gathered, Step‘anos Tardnec'i singles out “Lord Xac ik, bishop of ArSarunik®, father Polykarpos,
abbot of Kamrjajor, father Sargis, a monk of the community of Horomos, and father Step ‘anos, a
monk of the monastery of Sewan ($&p lywsfly' Uprgmpniiibmg buyfulynunu ke Suyp
Nogplywpuynu’ wnwunpy Yudpudnpng be Suypl Yupgpo’ Sonndouf fuluyg ofwb bl b
Suryp Unbrpuiny’ Ubewbiny ff wbig ffwinslw’)” among “many other bishops and fathers (usy,
bupulynynuncip ke Swpp pugnedp).”?° Before any action could be taken by the king one way
or the other, Catholicos Vahan fled to Vaspurakan and took refuge with the Arcrunid dynast,
Apusahl Hamazasp. A new catholicos was elected in his place, the aforementioned Step ‘anos
Sewanc ‘i, and both anathematized the other, thus initiating a short-lived schism. After a couple
of years, both died within a short time of the other, and the schism was resolved with the election
of bishop Xac ik ArSaruni, a close associate of Anania of Narek, and one of those who had
gathered against Catholicos Vahan in Ani. Catholicos Xac ik carried on the legacy of Catholicos
Anania Mokac ‘i, who was his maternal uncle, by making the defense of the Armenian Church’s
confession of faith and its institutional autonomy a high priority, in collaboration with Anania of

Narek and other senior vardapets, an issue to which we will turn shortly.

CATHOLICOS XAC ‘IK ARSARUNI AND CONFESSIONAL CONFLICT IN IMPERIAL TERRITORY
The period of greatest tension in relations between the non-Chalcedonian and
Chalcedonian clerics in the region began after the beginning of the Byzantine expansion into

Greater Armenia, as the empire sought to incorporate the realms of Armenian princes into the

30 MH 15:756.12, tr. Greenwood, 233.
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empire. The first such Armenian realm to be annexed was Taron, after the death of its prince
ASot in 966/7.3! Following the incorporation of new territories into the empire, the Byzantine
Church naturally sought the integration of non-Chalcedonians into the imperial church through
acceptance of Chalcedon and rebaptism. Integrating or assimilating Armenians who immigrated
into its realm or when the Byzantine Empire took over territory with an Armenian-majority
population was the standard policy known from previous centuries.? However, the much larger
numbers of immigrant and relocated miaphysite communities led to a new situation in the late
tenth century, distinguished from earlier periods of immigration westwards into the Byzantine
state by the size and scale of those belonging to miaphysite communities, where in places like
Sebasteia, Cappadocia, and Tardon, miaphysite Armenians formed a majority of the population.
Efforts to integrate and assimilate the miaphysite ecclesiastical bodies naturally began at the top.
Thus, in 966, the Syrian patriarch was summoned to Constantinople for theological discussions
and detained there until his release by Phocas’ successor John Tzimiskes in 969.3° These
developments were probably known in Armenia and may have influenced the strong reaction of
the anti-Chalcedonian Armenian hierarchs against Catholicos Vahan mentioned above, events
which coincided precisely with these developments. A couple decades later, we hear of the rise
and rapid escalation of confessional tensions between pro- and anti-Chalcedonian hierarchs and
their communities in Sebasteia and Cappadocia, with coercive and then violent measures taken

against miaphysite Armenian priests and bishops (on which, see below).

31 Greenwood, “Armenian Neighbours,” 357.

32 On the Byzantine policy of integration in earlier periods, see Charanis, Armenians in the Byzantine Empire;
Garsoian, “Problem of Armenian Integration;” Kaldellis, Ethnicity and Empire, especially pp. 123—195.

3 Cowe, “Armenian Immigration,” 114.
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It is those two regions that became the principal foci of tension between Chalcedonian
and non-Chalcedonian hierarchs, who found themselves in the unprecedented situation of
administering overlapping episcopal jurisdictions. While hard evidence is lacking for this region,
it is reasonable to assume that the local Byzantine bishops advanced a policy of rebaptizing non-
Chalcedonian Armenians according to the Byzantine rite and Chalcedonian confession of faith in
order to integrate them into the imperial churches. This follows the process established in the
earlier period of expansion into Armenian territory, when the empire imposed Chalcedon and
Byzantine liturgics on the Armenian population in their jurisdiction, and the Armenian
miaphysite hierarchy fought to resist this imposition.>* Now that the Armenian church had
miaphysite bishops in the same area, they naturally resisted such a policy, and in retaliatory
response, adopted the same policy of rebaptizing those Armenians in their churches who had
been baptized Chalcedonian.® This defensive move advanced in response to a Byzantine
offensive parallels the literary defense advanced in response to the Byzantine attack in the

theological and ecclesiological realm, which will be discussed in detail below.

Diverse Armenian Responses to Byzantine Expansion
Armenian responses to Byzantine expansion and the effort to integrate Armenians into

the empire were mixed and diverse. Some, seeing themselves outmatched by the powerful

34 See Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 69, pp. 89-91; Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 462—468.

35 1t is otherwise difficult to explain the policy advanced by Catholicos Xaé ik ArSaruni at the advice of the leading
vardapets of the day, such as Anania of Narek, to rebaptize those who had been baptized Chalcedonian. See Anania
of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:534.732, where he provides a liturgical/theological rationale for rebaptizing those
baptized Chalcedonian. Anania also commissioned the History of Uxtan&s, whose third book deals with the
rebaptism of the Cayd, on which see below. On the rebaptizing of Armenians by Chalcedonians in this period, see
Garsoian, “Problem of Armenian Integration,” 72—73; Step‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.30. For other
examples, see Toumanoff, Studies in Christian Caucasian History, 47677, n. 171; Preiser-Kapeller, “Aristocrats,
Mercenaries,” 362.
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Byzantine army, saw little choice but to accede to the Byzantine state’s demands and make the
best of a bad situation. On the political plane, one sees this through the way in which dynasts
such as Arcruni King Senek ‘erim-Yovhannés exchanged his lands in Vaspurakan for Sebasteia
in 1021. Others looked for opportunities in the current situation to improve their chance of
survival and advance their own interests. One may note the monastery of Glak at Innaknean
[Glakavank ‘; Innakneavank ‘; S. Karapet at Mus]*¢ as an example of the latter. In the aftermath of
the Byzantine takeover of Taron, this monastic community re-presented their past — in a work
known as the History of Taron — so as to make themselves appear acceptable and gain the favor
of their new Byzantine overlords in Taron. Their successful rebranding enabled them to endure
not just the contemporaneous changes, but also endure as the principal holy site in the region up
until the twentieth century.

The History of Taron purports to be the work of two authors: Zenob of Glak, first abbot
of the monastery in the fourth century (appointed by S. Grigor the Illuminator), whose first part
records the conversion of Armenia in the early fourth century as well as activity involving the
monastery; and Yovhann€s Mamikonean, seventh-century bishop of the Mamikonean house,
who translated Zenob’s original Greek composition and compiled and wrote the second portion,
which relates to events transpiring in Tardon during his own time.?” However, Levon Avdoyan
has argued against this traditional attribution, demonstrating convincingly that the work issues
from a tenth-century context, specifically after 966 (the Byzantine annexation of Tardon) and

before 989/90 (the terminus ante quem for the completion of Uxtan&s’ History, which uses the

36 Thierry, Répertoire des monastéres arméniens, no. 368, p. 70.
37 Avdoyan, Pseudeo-Yovhannés Mamikonean, 1.
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History of Taron).*® More recently, Tim Greenwood has uncovered how the History of Taron’s
retelling of the Armenian Christian fourth-century past was used to bolster the position of the
monastery in the tenth century, presenting itself as the principal site of pilgrimage and devotional
worship in Taron, a position it then was able to maintain up until the early twentieth century.> It
achieved this by rewriting the topography of the Armenian conversion narrative, presenting not
Astisat, but the location of the monastery of Glak as the site at which S. Grigor first destroyed
the pagan shrines and built in their place a martyrium for the relics of St. John the Baptist (S.
Karapet).* It also creates multiple connections between S. Grigor the Illuminator, the monastery
of Glak, and the metropolitan of Caesarea, thereby bolstering the role of the imperial church in
the conversion of Armenia and presenting Armenian-imperial relations as harmonious and
mutually beneficial.*! In connection with this latter point, it is significant that throughout the
latter half of the text, which deals with the seventh century, there is no hint of confessional
tension between the Armenian and imperial church, which one may interpret as an indication of
the ingratiating stance of the tenth-century author towards the new ruling power, brought about
by the expediency of the new political realities at play in tenth-century Taron.*? The text also
records the dispatch of several members of the clerical élite from the metropolitan of Caesarea
into Taron, who are unknown from other sources such as Agat‘angetos, to assist with S. Grigor’s
evangelizing efforts.** This narrative element in the fourth-century depiction of S. Grigor’s

evangelization mission may be interpreted as the monastery’s acceptance of a new phenomenon
g y p ry p p

3% Avdoyan, Pseudeo-Yovhannés Mamikonean, 42-47. For the dating of Uxtangs’ History, see Greenwood,
Universal History, 23.

39 Greenwood, “Imagined Past, Revealed Present;” idem, Universal History, 17-21.

40 Greenwood, Universal History, 18.

41 Greenwood, Universal History, 19-20.

42 Greenwood, Universal History, 21.

43 Greenwood, Universal History, 19-20.
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taking place in the latter half of the tenth century, the establishment of imperial episcopal sees in
the region: the see of Taron itself, one at Mus, one in Xoyt' and one at Katsoun.** As Greenwood
concludes, the monastery of Glak took advantage of the “radical political and social restructuring
following the departure of the existing lay and clerical elite” in Taron, by working with the new
status quo to bolster its own position regionally and “advertise itself as the principal centre of
pilgrimage and devotional worship in Taron.”* A survival strategy may be detected in the text,
as the author sought to make as broad an appeal as possible, desiring to attract patronage and
pilgrimage from all local Christians, regardless of their confessional belonging.

Reading against the grain and between the lines of Uxtangs’ History of Armenia, Kosuke
Nakada has recently speculated over the extent to which that text, which is hostile to Byzantine
authority and Chalcedonianism, attests to the contemporary existence of pro-Byzantine and pro-
Chalcedonian sentiments in segments of the Armenian population in Byzantine Sebasteia.*®
Armenians were a diverse community, and Sebasteia, like other regions, exemplifies the variety
of contemporary responses to the Byzantine Empire and their eastwards expansion that are
observable across the Armenian population and oikoumené. Nevertheless, it must be stated that
the extant sources contain little mention of soft power and diplomacy at work in Sebasteia. On
the contrary, it is the location of the harshest coercive measures taken against miaphysite clerics

(see below).

4 Greenwood, “Imagined Past, Revealed Present,” 384.
4 Greenwood, Universal History, 19.
46 Nakada, “Uxtanés of Sebasteia.”
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The Response of the Leading Vardapets to the Byzantine Policy of Assimilation

Uxtanés was one among a cluster of vardapets and high-ranking clerics, who united
together and strove collectively to defend the autonomy and integrity of the miaphysite
Armenian confession and community against the Byzantine ecclesiastical agenda of assimilation
and the compulsory means that began to be employed against miaphysite Armenian bishops in
imperial territory (on which, see below). Foremost among these were the vardapets Anania of
Narek and Samuél Kamrjajorec'i, Catholicos Xac ik ArSaruni, and Uxtanés, bishop of Sebasteia.
All had close ties with Anania and collaborated together in the joint effort. As he relates in the
letter/dedication to Anania that introduces his History, Uxtan€s had not only been Anania’s pupil
at Narek but Anania had commissioned Uxtangs to write the History and in a series of meetings
and epistolary exchanges, had helped him to plan it and draft an outline.*’ Xa¢‘ik and Anania
shared a similar upbringing and had collaborated on a number of different projects during their
careers, the latter commissioning multiple literary works from the former.*® Samugl, in his
Explanation of Feasts, refers to his own discussions with Anania over liturgical and theological
matters significant to the contemporary debates with the Byzantines (specifically, the Fast of the
First-Fruits [wnwuwenp wuwép], a difference of liturgical practice that became a point of

controversy in the polemical exchanges in this period).*” Related differences in fasting and

47 Uxtangs, History of Armenia 1, MH 15:446-455, tr. Arzoumanian, 11-20.

48 On Catholicos Xac ik’s ties with Anania, see T ‘amrazyan, Anania Narekats i, 14-53.

49 “The beginning of the fast of the catechumens, the first week was called ‘First-fruits’ and after the second week
[was called] ‘Good Living’ [i.e., Mardi Gras]. Not only Basil said this, but also my own vardapet Step‘anos
Kamrjajorec'i and also others who preceded. Likewise both vardapets Petros and Anania, who formerly dwelt in
Antak® and then in Xawarajor and later in Narek, taught the same thing... Vardapet Georg said this. Because
although he knew all and about all, yet the origin was Cyril who set this as an institution. From him I heard this, and
on one occasion I told this to vardapet Anania at Narek, and he, surprised, said, ‘that explanation of yours [of the
origin] is hidden from all,” because he had written much concerning the origins of the fast of the ‘First-fruits,” yet he
had not written this. I am not able to write the many examples and explanations [of the origins] due to the length of
the discourse, so I will only indicate what was said. Uffgpl bpufumgfry upulngh wnmdfs upufdi U wuenpp

232



liturgical practice had come up earlier at the Council of Trullo (or the Quinisext council) in 692,
in which certain canons went out of their way to denounce contemporary Armenian practices and
differentiate Byzantine liturgical practice from Armenian usage.’® It is thus no surprise that such

issues came to the fore again in this period.

Action on the Ground: Rebaptism

The group worked together both through ecclesiastical activity on the ground and by
crafting a strong literary defense of the Armenian faith and church with their pens in response to
Byzantine attack. On the ecclesiastical administrative plane, two areas stand out. One was the
establishment of new bishoprics in imperial territory, which was warranted because of the large
Armenian population that required pastoral care. The second was the rebaptism of Armenians
who had been baptized Chalcedonian and were called Cayd (or Cad or Cayt ‘or Cat "), a
pejorative term meaning ‘half’ or ‘incomplete’ or ‘deficient’ or ‘hybrid’ to designate the way in
which they were neither fully Roman nor fully Armenian.>! The third book of Uxtangs’ History
(no longer extant) treated the rebaptism of these Chalcedonian Armenians, describing the

districts in which they lived, and providing detailed information about those areas, including

whnewlbbyuwh, be gliuf R qupwfdy’ pupblbigwind@feip: Quign ng dpogy Rupofypos webp, wg be fuppog b
[id Usnbspusunu Guid pudnplgf be wyyp, npp §fi: Ungiugbu be Qnpnu be Ubutfu dupgusbup, np o Qg g
JRinmnp be gt fp Wiscwpudng b ghinng fr Gupkly ploslbgus, qing fupgusybubp: . Qoo wog $bnpg
fuprpuglin: Qs [Flvylan ke quillibgney b quid Bl gfunbp, wgy ulfyph qugs gibp Ypepgfogpn@hwbi: b
Uil e b fppladh Ulnlspufs fuspiguybunp wawgh b Gupblyfr, ke S quipdugly wag, [F4 judEbgn: g
Fudlybusy § wyn wpunnSurry, qfs fbpl fuul Unwuenpug pugeed uun8uwnu qpbuy bp ke quign ng §p g pbuy:
Quagu prsgrd wepfiinalyy be qupunSuns fual bpl g ngh pulify ng fupbd qpby, wgp dfugh byl s
zll.uulugblulufl: MH 10:720.18-29.

30 See Herrin, “The Quinisext Council,” 159-61.

31 See Arutjunova-Fidanyan, “Ethno-Confessional Self-Awareness,” 354—57; Garsoian, “Problem of Armenian
Integration,” 104—109; Greenwood, Universal History, 21-22; NBHL, s.v. Cayd; Achaiean, Hayerén armatakan
bararan, s.v. Cayt .
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where they had villages and cities, fortresses, and monasteries.>? By Uxtanés’ testimony (see
previous note), this took place in collaboration with King Smbat (r. 977-989) and other nobles,
and thus belongs to the catholicosal tenure and at the initiative of Catholicos Xac ik (972/3—
990/1) and his close collaborators, one of the most important of whom was Anania. This mission
at large should be seen as a miaphysite Armenian response to the efforts of the Chalcedonian
imperial Church to assimilate Armenians and integrate them into the church of the empire. We
unfortunately lack details as to the specifics of the way in which the Armenian Church
rebaptized Chalcedonian Armenians, due to the third book of Uxtangs’ History being lost. Given
that it took place in Byzantine territory, it is likely that it was towards Armenians who already
desired to return to the miaphysite Armenian Church. It would be hard to imagine that the
Armenian Church had the ability or power to coerce or enforce Armenians in imperial territory

to return to their church.

52 In the letter to Anania in which he gives an outline of the work to come, Uxtangs indicates that he plans to include
in his third book a description of “the baptism of the nation called Cad, their districts and the principal villages and
cities and fortresses, organized by district, which are in that country, just as your will commanded; and the
monasteries with their monks, each by name, and the remote places of the hermits, both those who live in
communities and those who live by themselves, whether in inhabited or uninhabited places, in order to illustrate the
power of God which worked in secret and openly on those who have been baptized, through the appearance of signs
and miracles, visions and manifestations, all together spiritual works. And the speech and the care and the labour
and the testimony of the bishops of [the see of] the blessed Grigor and his servants, the cooperation and command of
king Smbat and the enthusiasm of the nobles for this spiritual work, and the testimony of the princes, according to
each one’s authority, and the other members of the elite, according to each one’s honour, those who worked with us
in this discourse and spiritual endeavour [lllfqplll"L[;flLil uullllﬁl‘ np D‘Lulzjl l[nzﬁ T b gy, |73 Lll.l,bllu
qyfrsenpu, be gpunqupu, b qpbpgu fpupubsfep qucnnuep’ np B guyfusp$y ol ply’ npsba be fudp p
Spurduglghle, be qifubepusgu $wligbpd fwllutuep’ wincwdp fipuopubsfepng, be quinssgun d oo npog,
be npp pugdulbgp ke np dpufiumlbugp plulbuy jusguno be jubugguino, be quiepflmly goegeddy

bpubilyfr by frulyrgnuugl Qpfognpls’ be pepng el pyb, ggapSulgne [Fos be qSpudwh Fugwenpfy
Udpusnyg, be qhmsfunisd S fupupgh b Sngbonp qopst, be qluigbu fppoubgh pu fpmpuabighe
bofprwstine s, ke quigy bew wpunnncwenpugh puin fupupubigpep yunnncng, npp qrpdwlhbgp ([l b dky ppai b
[rgnpd Sngkonp].” Uxtangs, History of Armenia 1, MH 15:454-55.66, tr. Greenwood, Universal History, 22.
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Action on the Ground: New Episcopal Sees and Religious Violence

The second major initiative taken on the ecclesiastical administrative plane to counter the
Byzantine imperialist agenda was the establishment of Armenian miaphysite episcopal sees in
imperial territory, already referred to previously. Under Catholic Xa¢ ik, Armenian miaphysite
episcopal sees had been established in other areas of imperial territory with an Armenian
population. Step‘anos Taronec ‘i connects this development with the large increase in the number
of Armenians that had spread into the newly reconquered Byzantine territory:

In the days of lord Xac ik, patriarch of Armenia, this people of Armenia spread and

extended across the regions of the west, to the extent that he consecrated bishops for it in

Antioch of Syria, in Tarsus of Cilicia, and in Sulind [or Sulund], and in all these

districts.>
Tarsus was taken by the Byzantines in 965 and Antioch in 969.%* It is thus likely that a number of
new episcopal sees were founded in the 970s and 980s in Cilicia, Sebasteia, and other regions of
imperial territory where there was a large Armenian population. Anania of Narek provides
further information about such territories with miaphysite bishops in his Root of Faith (see
below). Anania’s pupil Uxtangs was himself bishop of Sebasteia, probably taking over after the

defection of Sion of Sebasteia (see below), and is believed to have written his History while in

residence there.>?

2 Puly gurerepu Shusns Jyusglyuy Susgrsnglunfis Qugng wipn by wmpadbgu wggu Quwgng glmgdudppl wpbodnfy,
dfitighe &bntungply wilu boyfulnuynunci JYinfnp Gunpeng be fr Swpunt Yfyplibgeng be frUne gy be guid b
gL u® gughinufidy: Step‘anos Taronec i, Universal History 111.31, MH 15:810.1, tr. Grenwood, 295. See Bozoyan,
“L’Eglise et I’identité arméniennes,” 414. The location of “Sulind,” which may be a corrupt form, is unknown. For a
discussion of possibilities, see Macler, Histoire Universelle, 141-42, who inclines towards the opinion that it is a
corrupt form of Seleucia. Another possibility is Laranda in Cilicia.

3 See Greenwood, Universal History, 295 n. 520.

33 1t is unclear whether he was in charge of the see before the defection of Bishop Sion of Sebasteia in 986/7 or
whether he took up the post immediately afterwards. See Kolanjian, “Ukhtanes the Historian.”
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We know definitely that two Armenian sees were established in the theme of Sebasteia,
one in the city of Sebasteia and the other in Larissa, before 986/7, because Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i
records that in that year two Armenian miaphysite bishops, Sion of Sebasteia and Yovhannés of
Larissa, along with a number of “insignificant priests (uyp jutitiy 't purdwhiuyfigis)” accepted
the Council of Chalcedon under fear of torture, exchanging affiliation with the Armenian Church
for the imperial one.>® The defection of these bishops and the derogratory reference to those
priests is presented in sharp contrast to the “leading priests of the city of Sebasteia (ggfuwsrnp
#M4WLWJH I]b[zwumﬁnJ ewqw@[tit),” who were tortured “for their faith (lluluil CulLuu.nnJ),” by the
local imperial bishops, but nevertheless refused to capitulate.’” As this episode forms the
immediate background to the exchange of disputatious theological letters that forms the subject
of the second half of this chapter, the passage in question deserves to be quoted in full. After
describing the relocation of Armenians to Macedon by Basil II, Step ‘anos writes:
And the effeminate pastors and the metropolitan of Sebasteia began to oppress the people
of Armenia in matters of faith. He had recourse to violence and began to torture the
priests concerning faith, and he conveyed the leading priests of the city of Sebasteia in
iron chains to the court of the king. Having been ill-treated in prison, the senior one of the
priests, Gabriél, was killed; he was an old man and full of knowledge and steadfast in this
divine faith. This occurred in 435 of the Era (986/7 AD). Then others, insignificant priests
and two bishops of Sebasteia and Larissa, Sion and Yovhanngs, through the same
metropolitan, accepted the Council of Chalcedon and were excluded from the unanimity
of Armenians. And from that time they banned the Armenian call to prayer in the city of

Sebasteia until king Basil came to the country of the east, which we shall recount in its
place.®

36 Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.20, MH 15:769.6, tr. Grenwood, 252. Larissa is located about 50 miles
south east of Sebasteia and was then a tourma of the theme of Sebasteia. See Greenwood, Universal History, 252, n.
275. For a map, see Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 105, p. 125.

37 Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.20, MH 15:769.3—4, tr. Grenwood, 252.

 Go fpuitagfy Srniffor pa b Flosnprassspuss s Yl wlparnts Skl quiggh Guspng fuwsls Susassmny. b
qpnlncfFped fp &bnd wn by’ wluwe wwbfly qewSwbgu Juel Swcunng, b gy fosenp puSubge Ubpasnfng
pusgusplils bplyu Pl £ fungquitie p Suvunc gl fppnend Fuquenppi: Ge b palunp gupguplg quicssgy
bppguiigls qwppply, uupulfi, gf bpowyp Skp ke fulwumpep ip b poQuigping b Sscsnn wamnend by Uys
bybe b ULE [Frculputfis: Puly wyyp jutiquts puSuigfyh be bplne boyfulngnuncig Ubpuunfing be Lo fung,
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It is important here to distinguish the policy of the local Byzantine hierarchs of Sebasteia from
the tolerance promoted by Basil II, whose clemency was a part of his diplomatic agenda in
Armenia. The local Byzantine hierarchs were likely acting on their own initiative without
reference to policies coming from Constantinople, whether from the royal or patriarchal court. It
is in the shadow of these tense relations and violent actions that we may now turn to a series of

theological exchanges in which Anania played a major role.

Action with the Pen: The Literary Defense

In addition to taking the step of rebaptizing Armenians baptized Chalcedonian and
establishing episcopal sees in Byzantine territory, the group of high-ranking clerics and
vardapets mounted a literary campaign in response to Byzantine letters that attacked their beliefs
and right to autocephaly. After the description of violent coercion carried out upon the Armenian
miaphysite community in Sebasteia, and the repressive measure of banning them from
employing the call to prayer (semantron),” Step‘anos Taronec i writes:

That metropolitan [of Sebasteia] and other metropolitans began to write very long letters

to lord Xac‘ik, catholicos of Armenia. The previously mentioned vardapets replied to

them using very powerful arguments; we have deemed it appropriate to include one of the
letters at this point.®°

ﬂuul,uu_nplﬂl '-Lluulﬁ 'Iwz_[ulup471 lupbl_blﬁg, gnp J[IL[I"LL’I lllblanZil wumugnLp: Step‘anos Tarénec‘i, Universal
History 111.20, MH 15:769-70.3—7, tr. Grenwood, 252 (slightly modified).

39 This policy was reversed ca. 1000 by Emperor Basil, who on a visit in person to Sebasteia, allowed the Armenian
clerics to “be free in all religious practices and to sound the call of the bell-ringer which the metropolitan had
Fhmnpungu fun®].” Step‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.43, MH15:822.7, tr. Greenwood, 308.

O Go wrsgua Hlssnprassguse s sl b gy donpusgufunp wloub Frogffo dbdudlba qpby wn SEp lpugfl Gugny
YymfFrgplynu: Npng phgqbd s ol pufulinpn pdwsnfiep gunm wusghog fupygusbnph, gop sopm
CUJqulpbglu# Lllf[1[1 [;Il/;"gil l[lu[u}bl JluJulf I{WJ[I[I Step‘anos Tar(‘)nec‘i, Universal HiStOi’y IIIZO, MH 157708—9,
tr. Grenwood, 252.
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While the original letters of the Byzantine metropolitans in question do not survive, a collection
of extant documents provide a vivid picture of the literary defense mobilized by the leading
vardapets of the day, who also crafted the reply of Catholicos Xac ik to the letter sent by the
metropolitan of Sebasteia.’! The chronology of these documents is difficult to establish, and
precise dating does not seem possible. The letter of Samuél Kamrjajorec i, written at the
command of Catholicos Xac ik, in reply to a letter sent from Theodore, metropolitan of
Meliteng, is perhaps the earliest of the documents.®? According to Matt‘€os Urhayec ‘i (Matthew
of Edessa), this letter was written in 985/6.9 Then there is Catholicos Xa&‘ik’s “Reply”
(composed not by him but by vardapet theologians), which has been dated to ca. 986/7, based on
the part of Step‘anos Taronec‘i’s Universal History in which it is placed. The third and most
lengthy is Anania’s Root of Faith, which Catholicos Xa¢ ik had commissioned to aid in the
defense of the Armenian church, its theology and liturgical practices, in response to the
denunciatory letters sent by Byzantine bishops and in light of the uptick of hostilities between
the imperial and non-Chalcedonian confessional communities that marked the catholicate of
Xac ik. From the letter of dedication in Uxtanés’s History, already referred to several times
above, we learn that Anania delivered this lengthy work to Catholicos Xa¢ ik at his residence in
Argina in the summer of either 980 or 987, at which time Anania also commissioned Uxtanés to
write the latter’s History, which may be viewed as another of the documents that comprise the

Armenian Church’s response to Byzantine imperialism.®* T amrazyan has argued that Anania’s

61 The lengthy reply of Catholicos Xa¢ ik comprises the next chapter of Step ‘anos Tardnec‘i’s Universal History.
See MH 15:770-800; tr. Greenwood, 253—283.

62 “Letter of Samuél Kamrjajorec‘i,” MH 10:747-761; Book of Letters-1, 302-322; Book of Letters-2, 550-579.

63 Matt'€os Uthayec i, Chronicle, 1.34, tr. Dostourian, 39.

% For a discussion of the details surrounding this meeting and the date in question, see T ‘amrazyan, Anania
Narekats ‘i, 39—43; Greenwood, Universal History, 7. The terminus ante quem for the date of Uxtangs’ History is the
winter of 989/90 (the death of Smbat IT). On the date of the meeting between Xac‘ik, Anania, and Uxtangs in
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Root of Faith formed one of the chief sources from which Catholicos Xac ik’s reply was crafted,
which would be unsurprising given the close connections between the two and the evidence from
Step ‘anos Tardnec ‘i cited above that signals the role of the vardapets in composing Catholicos
Xac ik’s reply.® Similarities between the two works seems to confirm a connection between
them, although it does not seem possible to tell which was written first.®® In any case, Anania’s
perspective should be seen in the “Reply” of Xac ik. Nevertheless, it does not seem possible to
establish whether the Root of Faith was composed and delivered in 980, before the outbreak of
the worst hostilities and before the letters sent by the metropolitans of Sebasteia and Meliteng, or
afterwards in 987. If the latter date, then Anania’s Root of Faith may instead be seen as an
expansion upon the earlier letters, prepared in order to be a more exhaustive resource and
reference work to be utilized as occasion demanded in further correspondence and defense from
Byzantine polemicists. In addition to Anania’s Root of Faith, Xa¢'ik’s “Reply,” and Samugél’s
letter, the History of Uxtangs is a fourth extant document that forms part of this collaborative
literary response to Byzantine agression. It was certainly composed after the Root of Faith, and
likely after the other two letters, since we know that Anania and Uxtangs spoke together to plan
its contents on the occasion when Anania delivered the Root of Faith to Catholicos Xac ik in

person at his residence in Argina.

Sebasteia, Greenwood reasons, “If the meeting did take place in early July 987, Uxtan&s completed his History in
two and a half years. This is a narrow time-frame for the composition, but by no means an impossible one. Both
dates remain viable.” See Greenwood, Universal History, 23. Another factor to consider is that Uxtangs is thought to
have written his History while bishop of Sebasteia. If Sion defected in 986/7, did Uxtangs fill the post after him, or
was he bishop of Sebasteia before him, as Kolanjian supposes (with little evidence or argumentation)? See
Kolanjian, “Ukhtanes the Historian,” 151-52

5 T‘amrazyan, “Anania Narekats‘ov ‘Hawatarmat’ dawanabanakan erké,” in MH 10:475-76.

% On which, see T ‘amrazyan, “Anania Narekats 'ov ‘Hawatarmat® dawanabanakan erké,” in MH 10:475-76.
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These four documents, when read together, form a vivid picture of the way in which the
Armenian Church defended its own faith and autonomy in light of the Byzantine expansion. The
rest of the chapter will be devoted to an explication of this defense, examining some of the
methods and argumentation that formed the vardapets’ literary defense of the Armenian Church.
Our focus will be on the three documents issuing from the Armenian vardapets, rather than
Uxtanés’ History, since the latter text has already received greater scholarly attention. My goal is
not to get into the details of the theological and Christological differences, as such topics have
been covered before in previous scholarship that has examined the different periods of the long
history of debates between the dyophysite and miaphysite churches.®’ Rather, my goal is to
illustrate the way in which the Armenian vardapets responded to the claim that their church was
heretical and schismatic and had no right to exist separately from the imperial church and its
Chalcedonian theology.

Although the original letters sent by the Byzantine bishops to the Armenian catholicos
are no longer extant, a reading of the sources composed by the Armenian vardapets allows one
also to recover some of the principal arguments and assertions made by the Byzantine side,
which the vardapets counter in the course of their replies. It will be helpful then to proceed by
reconstructing some of the original arguments and points made against the Armenian Church by
the Byzantine ecclesiasts who wrote to them, and then noting the way in which the Armenian
vardapets composed their defense.

The Armenian vardapets responded to the attacks of the Byzantine Church by defending

their understanding of Christology not by referring to the interpretation/argumentation of their

67 As a starting point, see Garsoian, L'Eglise arménienne et le grand schisme; Dorfmann-Lazarev, Arméniens et
Byzantins a l'époque de Photius; idem, Christ in Armenian Tradition; Augé, Eglises en dialogue.
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own (native Armenian) theologians and fathers, but by appealing to the Christological views of
the pre-Chalcedonian Greek fathers, who were revered as fathers and saints by the Byzantine
bishops and theologians with whom they were in dialogue.%® Thus, reading through Anania’s
Root of Faith, Catholicos Xac¢‘ik’s “Reply,” and Samuél’s “Letter,” one encounters dozens of
quotations from pre-Chalcedonian Greek fathers, who are cited or brought together to support the
Armenian perspective in a manner resembling florilegia. This approach draws on an earlier
tradition, as seen for example, in Timothy Aelurus’ Refutation of Chalcedon. The Armenian
vardapets mined earlier florilegia, such as Aelurus’ Refutation, the Seal of Faith, and Step ‘anos
Siwnec'1’s On the Incorruptibility of the Body of Christ in order to respond to the attacks of the
Byzantine bishops.%® The most notable such figures, and those most commonly cited are the
Cappadocian fathers — Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and especially Gregory of
Nazianzus (“The Theologian) — Irenaeus, Cyril of Alexandria and Cyril of Jerusalem,
Athanasius of Alexandria, Epiphanius of Salamis, John Chrysostom, and Pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite (believed to be a first-century author).”® These are obviously the main figures of the
Greek patristic era and thus the highest authorities that could be brought to bear on the debates.
As they explain in the works being examined here, this was an explicit strategy on the part of the

Armenian vardapets, transmitted from past generations. For example, after listing a number of

%8 This point has been noted before by others who have examined the theological debates and polemical exchanges
between the Byzantine and Armenian Churches in various centuries. See, for example, Terian, “Miaphysites,
Armenian.”

% For passages used by Anania of Narek in his Root of Faith with parallels in the Seal of Faith, see, for example,
MH 10:540-41.826-29, MH 10:541-42.844-61, MH 10:542-43.862—-78, MH 10:544.887-88, MH 10:545-46.915-
17, MH 10:546.918-19, MH 10:546.920-25, MH 10:546-47.926-33, MH 10:547.942—44, MH 10:547-48.945-49,
MH 10:548.950-54. For passages with parallels in Step ‘anos Siwnec‘i’s On the Incorruptibility of the Body of
Christ, see, for example, MH 10:541-42.844—-61, MH 10:542-43.862—78, MH 10:544.885-86, MH 10:544.889-90,
MH 10:544.893-94, MH 10:544-45.896-98, MH 10:545.903—04, MH 10:545.906-09, MH 10:547.937-41. For
passages with parallels in Timothy Aelurus’ Refutation of Chalcedon, see, for example, MH 10:540.821-25, MH
10:585.1414.

70 For a fuller list, see “Letter of Samu&l Kamrjajorec'i,” MH 10:749.27.
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such early Greek fathers on whom the Armenians rely and from whom their understanding of
Christology derives, Samuél Kamrjajorec‘i writes:

So, if you claim that we are alien to the Church of God, first say that all these [fathers]

are alien, for these are our vardapets and teachers, and we know no one else at all.

Although by claiming that they are alien, you alienate yourself from your own hope.”!
Anania employs the same strategy in his defense of various Armenian liturgical practices that
differed from contemporary Byzantine usage and thus were attacked on the grounds of being
theologically deviant or heretical. For example, after defending the Armenian practice (a
continuation of the early Church practice) of celebrating Christmas and the Baptism of Christ on
the same day (January 6) and citing a number of patristic authorities to support this practice,
Anania writes, “We learned this from the holy fathers of Nicaea, and we hold fast to that which
we received, and have not departed from it. But you do not follow the way of your own

fathers.””? This approach of the tenth-century Armenian vardapets is made quite explicit in the

“Reply” of Catholicos Xac ik, where we find the following statement:

" U, s bfFh s ssabins qilleg gUossine oy blponbogeng, S wi’ w g qus quid bbb, gp unpo b
fusprpugbinp dbp ke neancghip, be quigy np pliue ng qfunbdp, be wemup quouw webpnd wonwpaio begee f
greungl poodidk: “Letter of Samuél Kamrjajoreci,” MH 10:750.30.

2 Ukp wiyuilybpuntdp uppng Suwpgh, op [ Uplfos, ke gap wnwph, Susmunnc acbfulp ke ng [Fopbgmp. goep, bFE
ng q&bpng Swpgl qimgkp Swimwwps. ... Anania of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:569.1214. Likewise, after
defending Armenian customs regarding communion practices with citations from Scripture and various fathers,
Anania states, “So then, if there is so much testimony from the Holy Scriptures and your own vardapets, then from
where did you learn to indiscriminately give communion to your unworthy people, especially on Holy Thursday,
when it is not [fitting] for all the laity to commune, but only the priests, as Our Lord Jesus Christ taught us, when he
distributed it only to those twelve [disciples] although there were many who had been his disciples and believed in
him... (e wp, bfF5 wyu wid gl ffjugnefFfuts Spng Uppnyg be dbpng fupqusbmug b, neunf® negp wbfonfp
drugrfpopunlputing Swinpigby, pugg dfungl puSuigpyh, npaybe ncengg dhg SEp dlp funcy Rpfunmn, wgh
bpl[nuuuuluflﬁgfl lf[lw.{il sz[llbllly, [;4_"14_"" |7 FlllllnLlj:e Ll,nJ[lil Lullul[bpmblul# b 4”1Lulmlllgbulle [l 7uu] Anania of
Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:535.749.
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Not only did we not develop an argument against you makers of division’ through them
and by means of them;”* we did not even do so through the vardapets of our own kith and
kin, from whom we have been taught. For just as we do not debate with Jews using the
teaching of the Evangelists and the Apostles, but induce them to believe through their
own prophets, so also for you, we composed treatises using different and multiple
citations from your own vardapets and those who have become beacons in your own
country, so that the triumph over all schismatics and filthy sects may be all the more
evident and noticeable.”

Thus, the tenth-century Armenian vardapets defended their position by appealing to fathers
universally recognized by all the Christian churches of the time,”® and not by appealing to their
own native Church fathers. By arguing with the Byzantine bishops according to the
Christological understanding of their own early fathers, the Armenian vardapets shifted the

nature of the debate, forcing the bishops to disavow (or explain away) the teaching of their own

73 “Makers of division (pusduhngugy)” appears to be a double entendre, signifying both the way in which his
interlocutors divide the nature of Christ according to their dyophysite Christology, and, perhaps more significantly,
the way in which they cause division in the Church by anathematizing those who disagree with the definitions of
Chalcedon.

74 Referring to Dioscorus of Alexandria and Peter ‘the Fuller’ of Antioch, whom the Byzantine polemicists claimed
that the Armenians followed, as a result of which they had deviant views. This is a recurrent claim in the exchanges
of the period. Samugél responds to such claims with the following caustic lines: “But as for Dioscorus, who you are
so frequently reproving us with in your argumentation, let me ask you, and you tell me, “Who is that Dioscorus? Is
he not your patriarch, head and leader of the third Council of Ephesus?” Who has neither a confessional letter, nor a
definition of faith, nor any other tradition to be found in the Armenian realm....So, if he is worthy of confidence, let
him be accepted, but if he thinks something foreign, what is it to us, since he is one of yours? [Uy; np *frnulynpruf
winkuy winbuy [Fyluuid uby gy fpucwpubbyng, Swpguibd qpby, wow' (U8 oy § Fpmulnpoud wgh. 0 ayopl s
Susgprugbon pr & qyncps be wnwnpy bppopy dngndngi, np Gofpbunu, qrpng n's qpp fpnmnuin Fhwb, ke n's
i <lllLullll"g |73 nlz LA/ [1712 luLluful,nL[;["jl nl_flﬁ ulzjlllﬂp4ll zlang...a[nl,, illll, bﬂé ulpo"luflﬁ

Surc sl [Fhass &, plyusg by g b b7 wsnimups g panpSp, by sk pig prgf?, Jus gh g §:]” “Letter of
Samuél Kamrjajorec'i,” MH 10:751.41-42. Although regarded a saint in the Coptic and West Syriac traditions, he is
not so officially in the Armenian tradition, nor could I find any writing of Dioscorus of Alexandria extant in
Armenian, apart from quotations in early florilegia such as the Seal of Faith and the Refutation of Chalcedon by
Timothy Aelurus. See Thomson, Bibliography, 45. In his Root of Faith, Anania of Narek, in referring to him as the
successor of Cyril does call him “thrice-blessed (prmpumtinpn Unpus bppgu bpubibplh Fenulnpna),” but does not
include any citations from him or his writings. See MH 10:575.1288.

P Ukp 't dfuusghs, g limpusrp bu fr &b limggus prsts sk p g bl pouduslomquagey , gy ke n's wrgquslpusts b ubn 't
plnusfy be neuneghy fupquybouep Shpnp [SICl, wyy npubu gl $pbuguls n's webupub o be wn o pbyulul
fusprpuiybanne [Houd pp o il p, wyy fringnchy dupgupl fgh Swcobbgneguiddp unfogbu b phy &by, fr
fusprpusgbinusy &bpng ke np gugfups dbp wpuydun wguls’ pulugpp (pafdp gnqluqu be pogdoounfpl

wewhg fgt: XaCik ArSaruni. “Reply,” MH 10:680.195.

76 With the exception of the East Syriac Church, which did not accept the Council of Ephesus, or those fathers such
as Cyril of Alexandria, whose Christological writings played an influential role in that council.
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fathers in order to counter the Armenian position.”” The vardapets were well aware of their upper
hand in this aspect of the debate, since the Chalcedonian formulation “in two natures”
represented a traditional Latin formula and was foreign to Greek Christology before that time.

Another argument advanced by Byzantine polemicists was that the Armenian Church did
not accept the Council of Chalcedon solely because they weren’t there, or out of spite due to not
being invited. Anania reports this assertion being made by contemporary opponents:

And there are some of you who ignorantly counter by saying that “Armenians did not

accept the Council of Chalcedon simply out of a desire for contrariness, because none of

them were called to the Council of Chalcedon.”8
The Byzantine emperor only had the right to invite those within his own jurisdiction to the
council, and in 451, when the council was held, Greater Armenia lay entirely within the Sasanian
Empire.” Therefore, it was impossible for him to summon Armenian delegates to the council. In
fact, Armenians were only represented at Nicaea, but accepted the acts of Constantinople and
Ephesus, even though they were not represented at those councils.

Relatedly, there were claims that Armenians did not understand the Christology of the
council and were subsequently led astray by heretical leaders. Samuél reports this kind of claim
in the following passage:

You were worried about us Armenians, as if we were alien to the Church of God, stupid

and ignorant of reason and wisdom. You reproved us, saying, “You do not recognize

what is besmirched, because some had earlier sown among you the darnel of evil.” You
slandered our fathers as holding spurious formulae which were not theirs and claimed,

77 They obviously were averse to doing so, and thus it is not surprising that many of the debates tended to revolve
instead around concrete differences in liturgical practices and customs. See Terian, “Miaphysites, Armenian.”

T8 Uygy b b5 nidusbop, nprp sngfumuspup Swlymrewlyfp be wubp, [F6 Suigp dfusgs ng pidyuuls gdaqofis Rumlphqnifp
l{wufl illll[lllllil(inL 4Lul[lun_ull[nl_[3[ﬂu71, I[Luuil n$ gnp l[nzban [1 bngwii“ [1 o"nllnllfl ‘Fuull[bll,nflln Anania OfNarek, Root
of Faith, MH 10:557.1063.

79 See Hewsen, Armenia: A Historical Atlas, map 65, p. 85; map 67, p. 88.
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“For that reason, you do not accept the Council of Chalcedon, having been persuaded by
Dioscorus, who said ‘Christ [is] one nature.””%°

The vardapets response to such claims was that they understand the Christology of Chalcedon
perfectly well, and the issue they have with it is that it contradicts the definitions of the first three
councils and the theology of the early fathers of the church, citations from whom they filled their
letters with. Thus, Samuél explains,
But in regard to our not accepting the Council of Chalcedon — which you say is holy and
on a par with the first three councils — we did not learn that from Dioscorus, but from
their own definitions and from the Tome of Leo of Rome, which was the occasion and
cause for the Council of Chalcedon, which did not agree with the confession of the first
holy fathers, which we had accepted.®!
The Tome of Leo, from its first introduction to eastern theologians at the Council of Chalcedon,
met fierce resistance by those who supported Cyril of Alexandria’s miaphysite Christology, as it
clearly contradicted the Cyrillian formula of “one incarnate nature of God the Word (pia voig
100 @god AOyov cecapropévn).” Its acceptance at Chalcedon was seen to contradict the earlier
council of Ephesus, and for that reason was never accepted by those committed to the Cyrillian
definition of Christology.®? Anania was an heir to this tradition. One must also bear in mind that
Armenians did not have access to the full text of Leo’s Tome but only the expurgated version

known from Aelurus’ Refutation, which included only the most extreme dyophysite portions.®3

Anania thus argues with full assurance that the Council of Chalcedon departs from the faith of

% Lrquaglusy bpp ke gilly’ g duumiib g, npgbu wmp g jEbykgeny GunncSag, wfudup be g b
pubf ke pulwumn Fhwdp, ke dlqugplog, B8 qupunsenpl ng Selugbp, g ndubp punaJingh wbnp
ubpdulibghls fp &by grpnds gupp’ qugwpnkyn qlupul dbp b pobo sncm, gop g ingus, be fuul wgip ng
Eilll,nLilil.g lld‘nllnllfl ‘Flull[[bll,nilﬁ‘ <lllLuliIbLul.g ?-ﬁnul[npnuﬁ, Jd Lf[1 FL"L/J[IL’J wuwy ll‘g[l["llli”u“ “Letter Of Samuél
Kamrjajorec‘i,” MH 10:748.20.

¥ Ruusgy dfuls g plograbyrg dbip qd o Rusgllagobifr, qop sk goe uncpp be Swcmwp kpfy dnqnfngh, qugg
ng fr Mpnulynpnub nevwp dhp, wyy pingnciy wwldwimgpnePhubgh be p Sndupl Lbenpy Snndugbyeny, np
wrnpfd b syunSur drgnifng Ruglbgnip, npp ng dfupuifl pinumnduingFhut wnuffh uppng Swpgh, gnp
[puljuymp JTEp: “Letter of Samuél Kamrjajorec‘i,” MH 10:751.43.

82 On resistance to the Tome of Leo at the Council of Chalcedon, see Price, “The Council of Chalcedon.”

83 See Cowe, “The Tome of Leo.”
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the first three councils, adding an additional point against it, namely, that there was no consensus
in the establishment of its definition. He writes:

The faith which they established was not through the will of consensus, which was a rule

for councils — to establish the truth of the faith through love and unison of the

assemblies, if it happens to be aright — but they made [its acceptance] obligatory by

violent means, since whoever would not agree with the evil council would have to step

aside from their authority [over their diocese].3*
Anania then gives examples of emperors that attempted to impose the Council of Chalcedon by
force upon those Christian communities that did not accept it, citing Marcian (r. 450—457), who
convened the council, as well as Justin I (518-527) and Justinian (527-565).%> Anania was well
aware of the coercive methods taken to enforce acceptance of Chalcedon and of bishops who
were deposed for opposing it.8¢ This leads into another point of debate that recurred in the
controversy of the period.

These are the related issues of size and scale, one of the salient and visible differences
between the Chalcedonian church of the empire in its close confrontation in this period with the
much smaller Armenian church. The Chalcedonian bishops leveraged to their advantage the fact
that while the Byzantine Empire is large, Armenia is small. They argued that the large Byzantine
Empire is united and holds to the same belief, while the Armenians are lone outsiders that have

veered off into a false direction with erroneous beliefs. Each of the three documents counter this

claim in a related way. Samuél writes:

¥ Quicsinals, qrp Swsimunnbglis ng fudu Swcaln Fudp, npybu wepbl bp dngeng uppm] b

dppuspusiin [Floudp unnbhpy Swwmunnky g8y dwpmnc(dpel Swcunngh, BjF6 negfuy Subigfogf, wgy primfhudp Supl
lulnuplﬁl, Ll[1 npong 4Lul_luflbu5[1 b ol‘nlznlln'lfl, [l puyg [[Luggg‘ J[ll[uulil"Lﬁbil;‘il“ Anania OfNarek, Root ofFaith, MH
10:557.1063.

85 Anania of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:557.1064—66.

86 On Marcian’s coercive methods for imposing acceptance of the council, see Price, “The Council of Chalcedon,”
82; Price, “Truth, Omission, and Fiction,” 95. On miaphysite bishops such as Severus of Antioch and Peter of
Apamea being deposed by Justin and on Justinian’s efforts to remove opposition to Chalcedon, see, for example,
Millar, “The Syriac Acts,” 65.
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For we are not alone in not sharing in the Council of Chalcedon. But there are many other
nations than those which you wrote in your letter. There is a multitude of nations that do
not accept the Council of Chalcedon, including Armenia, Caucasian Albania, the
Lupenians,?’ the Kalp k', the Citbk",% the Syrians who are Jacobites, all Egypt, great
Ethiopia, Arabia, Arapinar,”® and the whole realm of India. All these do not accept the
Council of Chalcedon, but along with us say “one nature of the incarnate Logos,”!
although they each have various distinctions and their own religious customs.”?

The vardapets who composed Catholicos Xac ik’s “Reply,” are responding to the same
argument from a different angle when they say, “If faith is defined in terms of numbers or
wealth, the barbarian Persians and the savage Arabs and those who are beyond, at the end of the
universe, are more numerous and opulent than you.”? This issue is responded to most
thoroughly by Anania of Narek in the Root of Faith. There, he counters with the point that only
by force was Justinian able to impose acceptance of the Council of Chalcedon upon those within
the empire.”* By contrast, there is universal consensus outside of the empire in rejecting the

Council of Chalcedon:

It is very evident that the other nations, which are not under the same rule, have not
accepted the faith of Chalcedon. I will reveal just how many regions there are who are

87 On the Lupenians, see Hewsen, “The Kingdom of the Lupenians;” idem, “On the Location of the Lupenians;”
idem, Geography of Ananias of Sirak, 119 n. 87, 246 n. 82A.

88 | have been unable to identify this people/nation.

89 On this people, see Hewsen, Geography of Ananias of Sirak, 55A, 57, 119 n. 85, 245 n. 76A, 246 n. 85A.

9 T have been unable to identify this place.

ol A quotation of the Cyrillian formula “one incarnate nature of God the Word (pia ¢pdoig 100 ®cod Adyov
ocecapropévn),” whose Christology prevailed at the Council of Ephesus (431) and became the key definition for
miaphysite theology and those churches outside the empire who maintained that definition in opposition to the
definition of Chalcedon. See McGuckin, St. Cyril of Alexandria.

72 s g bfFh difusgs Sbp g Susgrpfulp drgrifngh Rusglpl i, vy unwely koo puh quigguls, grp pa f [Fqfdf wm
sply Sy, B b wyy bew pugdnFfubp wqguyg, npp ng phgncfh qdngndngh Rughbgnip, npeypofp wd kg
Suryp, Unyrewtnp, Lififrop, Yuisfp, Bfupp, bunplumuibuyp, npp bl ulnpfly, wil bl Gafugunu, G fmuyw 75,
Uprspfrus, Uproasigfrisusgs, b i Blossgs g S lyuung. wiid bbiplonsts unpus ng plgnebafeis g Rusyglpbrgafs, gy
“Letter of Samuél Kamrjajorec‘i,” MH 10:761.159.

nnp [1 &mJ[: bzlb[nug mﬁbzlb[wug FlllllnLlj:e |73 lﬁwpﬂlull:g 1278 @lufl zl&bzl: Xacik ArSaruni. “Reply,” MH 10: 1945, tr.
Greenwood, Universal History, 277-78.

% Anania of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:557.1066.
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with us in not accepting their [sc. Byzantine/Chalcedonian bishops’] faith, up until the
present day.”>

The list that follows is even longer and more comprehensive than that of Samuél’s quoted above,
including Christian communities in geographical locations as far east as China.’® These replies
from the vardapets counteract one of the recurrent points levelled against Armenians by
Byzantine polemicists, by reversing the facts of the argument. According to the vardapets, there
is in fact broad consensus outside of the empire. It is only those areas within the empire that
(through force) have come to accept Chalcedon. Armenia experienced this approach first hand in
the late sixth and seventh centuries when Chalcedonian orthodoxy was imposed through force on
those areas that came under Byzantine military control.” In Anania’s and the vardapets’
portrayal, there is universal consensus in rejecting Chalcedon among those peoples located
outside of the empire, while the empire’s acceptance of the Council of Chalcedon looks
parochial and thuggish by contrast, maintained only through force.

Anania makes a further point in the same passage, noting how there are even many
bishops within the empire that reject Chalcedon. After making this point, he provides a list of
those areas within the empire that have bishops who do not accept the Chalcedonian faith, and
instead agree with the faith of the Armenians.”® This is a significant passage, and deserves to be

quoted in full:

P Uas puusfusgusyin &, qfs gusgy swisgsgus ops mg plog Sl fryfrosslorss [Hosid e 6, g pirlyuspuusls g Suscsts Rusglifgiofr, qrpu
Ju g 5111.3[15, ﬂg‘ n[121u1[1 quLwnp E, np E’"Z‘ lszl Eu b ng Eful,nl_illﬁl LlflngWJil QuiLunn Lf[ﬁlzbl_ guumii: Anania of
Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:557.1067.

% Anania of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:558.1071-1080.

97 See Mahé, “L’église arménienne,” 462—68.

% Anania of Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:557.1068-70.
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Also those which are under their rule, are there not many who do not hold to their faith
but to ours? Look at how many bishops there are in your Middleland,” in Asia, in
Cappadocia, in Bithynia, in Galatia, in Asia Proper (Idia),'°’ in Lystra in Cilicia, in
Tarsus, in Mesopotamia, in Phrygia, as well as all the Syrians under our authority in
Cappadocia, in Gangara,'?! near the Pontus and on the other side of it, in T arsis in
Macedonia, as well as those who were formerly under your authority, are there not many
bishops, ordained by the Armenians, who stand fast in the true faith, not wavering from
the three holy councils in Nicaea, Constantinople, and Ephesus, and the faith defined by
S. Grigor? We have bishops in all those districts obedient to the see of S. Grigor. And in
addition to this we have many other nations in the faith of the three holy councils, who
like us and along with us anathematize the Council of Chalcedon.!%?

This passage attests to the fact that there were bishops within the Byzantine empire in the 980s
that rejected the Council of Chalcedon, and aligned with the faith of the Armenian church. This
provides some further evidence on the activity of the Armenian Church in the Byzantine sphere.
As mentioned above, we hear from Step‘anos Tardonec ‘i of Armenian bishoprics founded in the
theme of Sebastia (one in the city of Sebasteia and the other in Larissa) as well as in Cilicia at
Tarsus, in Syria at Antioch, and Sulind(?) (or Sulund?). From Step‘anos we also learn that
Armenians were transferred to Macedonia by the Emperor Basil 1T in the early 980s.!%?

Presumably, an episcopal see was established to serve the community there around that same

9 The ‘Middleland’ refers to the Anatolian Peninsula or Asia Minor in general, i.e. the land located between the
Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea. See Hewsen, Geography of Ananias of Sirak, 45A, 52, 52A 55A, 100 n. 1,
242 n. 12A.

100 See Hewsen, Geography of Ananias of Sirak, 52, 52A, 101 n. 26.

101 Also called Gétaiu or Gaitara. See Hewsen, Geography of Ananias of Sirak, 143—44 n. 65, 145 n. 76, 248 n.
104A, 306, 329.

2 Vs b np plog Gingus fry frrsione [Fhundp B, 0% wlw pugood wil b, np ng ghogu®, wgy Shpo acifb Sucun, b
ks, mpsgusy bugflmugmarc g lusks fp UpQhplyrhosgur, Hisfng e p Sl s b fp Rore fPusSops b fp Susrusips b
gurciodialy Usfa b fp Ly b Upyflyps b fp Swsprareas b p UpQussg fma b fp o fepfpung b pryrops guns b
Uunppp plig dbpn fopotine fludp fr fudpps be p Swbgp be fr dbpd b Qabipns be pugingu’ p Pupofo f
Vwlybgrfpus be npp dfuusiquid piag &bpnf pofuwtine [Houdp b, 08 wéu pugned buyfulnynuncp, b <ugng

Qb sy plbrusy, Swwnunnnc s fp 8 duspinne Fluwh Swunu’ ng [Fheplug gbppy unepp doqung’ b Uplfugs, b
Ynumughincupu jufs be Goplunufh be poppngh Spfynph swduibog Socomob: Ge quigy wd B qumnug
buppulynynuncip nibifulp $iwguiigne Gt wfFnn [SiCl uppaghs Sppagnpp: Ge fofbpug wpp ncbfulp be quiyy wgqs
FuulnLlfu [1 QuiL iy 1711[15 unLpp J‘nllnl[anl, n[1u[4‘u lfb'g, |73 iulnl[bil Llo"nllnllfl ‘Fuull[bll,nflﬁ Eful, lflnl: Anania of
Narek, Root of Faith, MH 10:557-58.1068—70. There is a textual problem with the penultimate sentence (no textual
variants are given for this work in the MH edition). Presumably, the original would have read: G guyip wdlEgn
qucwn g bugfuljpynuncio nifulp h SiwguiignFpol wfdnnny uppogi $pfynpp:

103 Step ‘anos Taronec ‘i, Universal History 111.20, MH 15:769.1-2, tr. Greenwood, 251-52.
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time.!%* This information from Anania of Narek’s Root of Faith attests to other areas of the
Byzantine empire where there were bishops who rejected Chalcedon and were aligned with the
Armenian Church. Anania refers to three different categories of such bishops. There are those
episcopal sees founded by the Armenian Church in places such as Sebasteia, Cappadocia, Cilicia,
and elsewhere. Secondly, there are those who were under the jurisdiction of (or in accord with)
the Armenian Church like the Syriac bishops mentioned. Finally, there are those who
presumably broke ranks with the Byzantine Church and aligned with the Armenian Church. In
this last category, Anania may be referring to bishops who rejected Chalcedon and dyophysite
Christology and professed miaphysite Christology, thus coming into Christological agreement
with all those miaphysite churches outside of the empire.

This passage provides further information on the areas where the Armenian church was
able to establish episcopal sees and appoint bishops during the catholicate of Xa&‘ik ArSaruni.!®
It also may be considered in conjunction with the brief description Uxtan&s gives in his
dedicatory letter to Anania that opens his History, which provides a brief description of the
otherwise lost third book of Uxtanés, wherein he would have described the communities of Cayd
(see note 32 above); i.e. those Chalcedonian Armenians who had left the Byzantine Church and
been rebaptized by the Armenian Church.

It is by following the course of this same logic that Anania is able to counteract the

Byzantine claim that the Armenians broke away from the universal church when they rejected

194 Tn an earlier period, similar transfers of Armenians were ordered by the Emperor Maurice as recounted by
Sebéos. See Greenwood, Universal History, 251-52, n. 271. On the Byzantine practice of population transfer, see
Charanis, “Transfer of Population.” On Armenian mobility in the period, see Preiser-Kapeller, “Aristocrats,
Mercenaries.”

105 Tt is also possible that some of the locations in this passage are later interpolations, since Anania of Narek’s text
does not exist in its original form but was reworked by later figures such as Anania of Sanahin.
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the Council of Chalcedon. Thus, while disputing practices surrounding the Fast of the First-
Fruits near the end of the work, Anania writes:

Now then, if you wish to inquire into the origin of the Fast of the First-Fruits, I will tell

you openly. For there is nothing secretive about our confession, which we received in

truth from S. Grigor, and which we will preserve steadfastly forever, which you also

received along with us and preserved up until the separation of your faith from ours.!%
According to the view of the vardapets, represented here by Anania, given the universal
consensus outside of the empire, it is in fact the imperial church that broke away from the faith
of the fathers encapsulated in the first three councils, whereas the Armenian Church, like those
elsewhere outside of the empire, have preserved it.

In this chapter, we have recovered the significance of the role played by Anania of Narek
in the confrontation of the Armenian and imperial churches in the latter half of the tenth century.
In response to the Byzantine agenda to assimilate and integrate Armenia into the empire
politically and ecclesiastically and in response to polemical attacks from Byzantine bishops in
the newly reconquered territories on the eastern edge of the empire, the vardapets united together
under the leadership of Catholicos Xa¢ ik ArSaruni to craft a robust literary defense. The voice of
Anania and his contemporaries represents a cogent response to this reality taking place on the
ground and in epistolary exchanges. Through a reading of Anania’s Root of Faith in conjunction
with documents extant from the vardapets and ecclesiasts who collaborated together in this

defense, we were able to compile a vivid picture of the way in which the Armenian Church

defended not just its right to existence — jeopardized by the imperialistic agenda of the

106 FLU'IH g, b[c}'é‘ [[uufﬁe zluilumﬁlun_u uluﬂ:ng an_wguu_n[nugfl [Llill}pbl‘ luulugﬁg. 'Ilu'lmfuuui;‘u |73 ng &wé’nl_[[ [ﬂlz £
lfl?p IlJllLLuilnL[J[IL’lu, gnp ﬁz_Lflulnn[n_ Eiul"”[’”@ [1 u[i[zn‘ﬂl q-lilul,n[i;', |73 4wumwmnl_ﬁblu1fg ll[lllelj:e lf[I’lsz
'ILML["llblllil, g |7 nnoLp Eiul"‘"lw;{l@ Eill} lszl |73 u[ulqﬁg;‘,g lf[lilsz g4lllLLull1l1JIl, npnl"Llf’l [1 Lf4‘712 Anania ofNarek,
Root of Faith, MH 10:593.1515.
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Byzantine Church during its period of expansion in the late tenth century — but its claim to be
the preservers of the authentic faith of the early Christian church and fathers, which the imperial
church had abandoned and forsaken as a result of the Christology of Chalcedon, which
contradicted the Christology of the earlier councils. Rather than an aberrant church following its
own direction in isolation from universal Christianity, in the vardapets’ portrayal, it is the
imperial church that parochially has followed its own independent direction, whereas there is
universal consensus outside of the empire, among the Christian communities of Egypt, Ethiopia,
the Middle East, the Caucasus, India, and China. This is a perspective that has rarely been heard
in scholarship treating the ecclesiastical debates and differences between the Byzantine and

Oriental orthodox communions.

252



CONCLUSION

This dissertation has recovered the significance of a little known figure of the tenth-
century AD, Anania of Narek, and through his works and activities has offered new perspectives
on several of the major regional developments of the period in which he lived and actively
participated. The first chapter set the stage by providing a general overview to the period,
situating Armenia in relation to the complex and dynamic political, social, and economic realities
that marked it as a contested space between the ‘Abbasid Caliphate and Byzantine Empire from
the middle of the ninth to the middle of the eleventh centuries. Considering Anania’s life and
literary works as intermeshed with developments occurring in the broader region has allowed for
a richer appreciation of this significant figure that is not limited to the Armenian literary and
intellectual tradition narrowly defined.

The starting point of the second chapter was Anania’s role as first abbot of Narek
monastery. The founding of Narekavank" was contextualized within the regional proliferation of
civic and religious building activity in the wider region from the mid-ninth to mid-eleventh
centuries. A rich picture of the integration of Armenia within the larger caliphal economy, its
role in the facilitation of international trade, and the growing autonomy and consequently
decreased level of taxes paid by Armenian dynasts to the caliphal center, provided an
explanation for the vast amounts of disposable wealth available to the Bagratuni, Arcruni, and
Siwni rulers of the period, some of which they funneled into construction projects. This period is
marked by a regional proliferation of large, permanently endowed cenobitic institutions, many of
which endured into the modern period. The dynastic patronage of monastic centers and holy sites

was one major means of bolstering a family’s public image and marking their control over a
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territory. The foundation of Narekavank® was contextualized within the dominance of the
Arcruni family across Vaspurakan and its prestigious rise to preeminence vis-a-vis the other
noble Armenian families under the ambitious career of King Gagik in the first half of the tenth
century. Narek monastery’s founding correlates to the period of Arcruni political dominance
over the Bagratunis and the temporary relocation of the catholicosal see to Att*amar. I argued
that Narekavank‘ was founded to be a spiritual and intellectual center located near the Arcruni
capital at Ostan and Att"amar in tandem with King Gagik’s co-opting of political and
ecclesiastical authority from his Bagratuni rivals to the North. In the same manner, Anania and
his companion vardapet Petros were relocated from monasteries in the Bagratid realm and
invited to lead the direction of the monastery of Narekavank'. This chapter also contributed to
research on the founding and dating of the monasteries established in this period. It determined
that the 935 date that has been attached to the founding of Narekavank® is simply an
approximation plucked from the margin of Ch‘amch‘ean’s History, and that no more certainty
could be established in regard to the actual date of its founding than the period between the
930s—940s. What is significant about the founding of Narek and other monasteries of this period
is not the exact date, but the circumstances during which the monastery was founded, as well as
the prestige the monastery gained over time through the activities of its abbots and renowned
vardapets. Finally, the chapter contributed to a scholarly debate on the agents who were active in
the founding of the monastery. Following Maksoudian, I argued for seeing the establishment of
Narekavank‘ and the other monasteries founded at this time as owing to the joint agency and
initiative of the noble dynasts that funded them and the vardapet abbots who directed them.
Nevertheless, I argued that not every aspect of the oft-cited opinion that the monasteries were

founded by miaphysite Armenian monks fleeing persecution from Byzantine territory during a
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(spurious) persecution under the reign of Nikephoras Phokas should be dispensed with. The
period is one of population movements and the mixing of peoples and communities, and it is by
no means unlikely that there were Grecophone and perhaps also Syrophone monks at
monasteries like Narek and other notable intellectual centers, such as Horomos, whose very
name may preserve a memory of the presence of such figures from the East Roman Empire.
Finally, the chapter summarized what was new about the cenobitic institutions founded in this
period, namely their permanent, fixed structures and endowments and their much larger size and
scale than the previous cenobitic circles of late antiquity.

The third chapter continued the lines taken up at the end of the second chapter,
elaborating further on the various roles played by medieval Armenian monasteries. Cenobitic
institutions had a variety of functions. Some were royal mausoleums, others secured family
wealth, housed relics and became sites of pilgrimage and thus generators of income, while others
provided lodging for wayfarers and traveling merchants. It then narrowed in on the handful of
monasteries founded in the ninth to tenth centuries that developed academies for the training of
vardapets. Narekavank® was one of the very first of the monastic academies to be founded and as
such it bore oversized influence on the shape and direction of subsequent academies. Therefore,
the impact of Anania’s educational program at Narekavank had great significance not just for
the future generations formed at Narek (Grigor, Uxtangs) but also on the future Armenian
intellectual tradition, since monasteries served as the principal intellectual centers in the
Armenian oikoumené into the early modern period. Making use of Anania of Narek’s Book of
Instruction and other sources, this chapter presented a reconstruction of the holistic educational
program at Narekavank ', which was focused not just on intellectual pursuits, but aimed at

shaping the whole human person, conceived of as a unity of mind, body, and spirit. I examined
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the place and function of Scripture and liturgy, the trivium, and patristic texts in shaping the
mind, intellect, and outlook of monks. Attention was then paid to bodily practices, ascetic
training, spiritual exercises, and ethical formation. Finally, particular attention was paid to
writing and the use of texts and how they were used in conjunction with contemplative, spiritual
exercises in order to aid the ascetic-mystical quests of monastics. I demonstrated how Anania
and Grigor composed texts specifically for use in conjunction with ascetic exercises, a
fundamental aspect of their own writing as well as monastic literature in general, which is
sometimes overlooked in scholarship focused exclusively with philological or literary issues.
The fourth chapter considered the complex relationship of Anania with a heretical
community known as the T ondrakians, who have been the subject of much scholarship and
debate but about whom little scholarly consensus has been reached in regard to some of the most
fundamental questions relating to the community’s origin, beliefs, etc. I presented a new
approach to this topic, focusing on questions the sources allow us to answer — not what the
T ondrakians believed, who they were, etc. but how they were perceived by the Armenian
polemicists who wrote against them. This was motivated in part by the perplexing situation that
Anania both wrote a treatise against the heretical community and then later was himself
denounced as a T ‘ondrakec i. Anania is one of many ascetic and spiritual figures of the age who
came under suspicion or were denounced as 7 ‘ondrakec i by the catholicos and members of the
ecclesiastical hierarchy. By a reexamination of the principal sources and by distinguishing two
phases in the T ‘ondrakian controversy in the context of other controversies and crises that the
church faced in this period, I demonstrated how the epithet “T ‘ondrakec‘i” evolved over time to
signify anyone that posed a challenge to the authority of the ecclesiastical hierarchy and

threatened its position as sole mediator between the divine and human realms, manifested in the
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church’s liturgical services and ceremonies. In the turmoil of the tenth century, I argued that
ascetic, monastic vardapets like Anania and reforming, spiritualist bishops such as Xosrov
Anjewac‘i and Yakobos of Hark® were denounced as “T“ondrakec‘i” because they were
perceived as a threat to the catholicos and to ecclesiastical and societal order and authority in
general. The focus on interior spirituality and the inward path to the divine pursued at
monasteries like Narek was perceived as a threat to the authority of the church hierarchy,
manifested in the external rituals of the liturgy. These conflicts also provided a nuanced
background to the pronounced focus on praising the church, its liturgical rites and ritual objects,
which is found throughout the works of both Anania and Grigor. Such preoccupations of the
Narekian writers were motivated in part by their desire to demonstrate and textually perform
their loyalty to the church and their orthodox belief.

The fifth chapter focused on the response of the leading vardapets under Catholics
Xac ik ArSaruni to the tense ecclesiastical situation between Chalcedonian and non-
Chalcedonian confessional communities, which emerged in the second half of the tenth century
near the height of the Byzantine eastwards expansion. First, the chapter explained how
ecclesiastical initiatives from the patriarch of Constantinople towards the Christian communities
in the Caucasus were guided not to much by a desire for theological accord per se, but by the
dictates of Constantinopolitan foreign policy, functioning as an important branch of imperial
diplomacy. It then reviewed the beginnings of anti-Chalcedonianism in the catholicosal tenure of
Anania Mokac ‘i and the way in which pro-Chalcedonianism was intermingled with political and
secessionist trends in Caucasian Albania and Siwnik ‘. The height of Chalcedonian and non-
Chalcedonian conflict came in the second half of the tenth century during the Byzantine

Empire’s expansion into the territory of Greater Armenia. I examined some of the diverse
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Armenian responses to this dynamic political and ecclesiastical landscape, before narrowing in
on the situation in Cappadocia and Sebasteia and the role of Anania and the leading vardapets in
protecting their flock from the Byzantine policy of integration and assimilation. Under
Catholicos Xac‘ik, Anania and the leading vardapets led initiatives both on the ground and with
their pens to counteract the Byzantine agenda. They advanced a policy of rebaptizing Armenians
baptized Chalcedonian who had returned to their churches, a response to the Byzantine policy of
integration and assimilation of Armenians via rebaptism. Secondly, they saw to the formation of
episcopal sees in imperial territory to serve the large number of Armenian immigrants relocating
into the eastern themes of the Byzantine Empire. Finally, Anania and his fellow vardapets
crafted a powerful literary defense to polemical letters sent by eastern imperial hierarchs that
challenged the Armenian church’s right to autocephaly and self-determination. Through a
reading of three central works of the period that responded to the Byzantine polemicists —
Anania’s Root of Faith, the “Letter to the Metropolitan of Meliteng” by Samu&l Kamrjajorec i,
and Catholicos Xac‘ik’s “Reply to the Letter of the Metropolitan of Sebasteia” ( composed by
the vardapets) — 1 reconstructed the way in which the Armenians presented themselves as
preservers of the authentic faith of early Christianity, who held to the faith of the early fathers
and councils, from which, they claimed, the imperial church had departed. In opposition to the
picture painted by the Byzantine polemicists of an Armenian Church that was a small, isolated,
and insignificant heretical community, I reconstructed the vardapets’ universal and global vision
of Christianity, as they presented their own church as one among many, in universal consensus
and communion with other Christian communities living outside of the Byzantine Empire in

Egypt, Ethiopia, the Middle East, the Caucasus, India, and China.
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APPENDIX A: LIFE OF ANANIA FROM A YAYSMAWURK ‘ (SYNAXARION)"

[ISIV] [U]ulCLfl‘l [IE [28] Er Lanlflszﬁ g [6] lprlﬂlZ_ul[I({ﬂLlril ilz[uul[:ulg ”[[’]F[”].Ii’ ’/701111”[‘1
[unumnt{wilnlzl‘lfl [1 I]nlllﬂlllillz_[lilﬂL u[ollllu. J 73 4ulqu‘lum u[p]F[n]gil 3n4wf1f1nl_ u["_illnug
lruil‘lul[nulnu[ﬁl: EL aiuufllnuJ ilwpb[[nganl:

bL bIlJllL [l l[lllilll [IL[1 llllllerﬂllflL# bL 0[14iIﬂLﬁ[bullr]F [l l{lllllel #[[1[1[1”1[1”][1 ll[llllll["ll[lil HFF”H.‘

! This is the only known life (vark ‘) of Anania, found in a lone Synaxarion (Yaysmawurk ) copied in 1719 in Isfahan
(Pusyu§u): M 7359, 181v—183v (/ife of Anania at 183r—183v). The scribe and decorator was Awetis k ‘ahanay. It is
written in very clear bolorgir, with marginal decorations and illuminations. The illuminations/decorations, however,
are not completed. They are in outline (in reddish stencil), with decorative capital letters either absent or likewise in
stencilled outline. A miniature of Anania with two other figures in the margin of his life appears on f. 183r. Behind
him stands his companion vardapet Petros, renowned Scriptural exegete, with a manuscript held open in his hands.
Anania is receiving the keys to Narek monastery from a figure, presumably the Arcruni dynast who funded the
building of the monastery (King Gagik?). For a color reproduction of the illumination, see T amrazyan, Grigor
Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, vol. 2 (between pp. 152-53). On this source, see T amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in
ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:125-27.

2 whuh. Grammatically incorrect. It is possible the original form was fuwfu, with the -» deictic suffix signifying
‘this monastery,” and the -% otiose, added by a later scribe. This would imply that the provenance of the /ife is
connected with Narekavank".
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Sahmi® 28 and November 6. Return of the relics of Saint Paul the Confessor* to Constantinople
and repose of Saints Yovhannés of Siwnik ‘> and Anania of Narek...

On this same day also [is] the repose of S. Anania, master teacher® of Narek. From childhood he
took upon himself the yoke of the celibate monastic order,’ giving himself over to many ascetic
labors of virtuous striving and becoming trained in scholarly approaches to divine Scripture. He
became so learned in the philosophical arts® that the unattainable spirituality of his knowledge
was proclaimed abroad in every place, from the land of R$tunik where the very renowned
monastery called Narek was built even into the kingdom of Armenia of the pious Abas Bagratuni
(r. 929 — 953). And when many monks had gathered into the monastery, then they compelled
him and appointed him as abbot’ of the holy congregation to regulate the brothers according to
his knowledge and prudence. And with great guardianship he established for the holy
congregation the regulation of the first holy fathers according to the rule of S. Basil of
Caesarea.!? Furthermore, he filled the place with scholarly men and sweetly harmonious singers
with well-adorned ordinances!! to remain always in the reading of Holy Scripture. And pursuing
the praiseworthy purity of religious life together with spiritually adorned philosophy, he directed
many in the training of scholarly wisdom. And at that time when the T ‘ondrakite heresy
appeared, he composed a book against the cursed Smbat!? and other heresies with abundant
arguments. And from the monastery of this same (abbot), there arose wise and perfect men, one
of whom also was S. Grigor of Narek, the angel in the body, his niece’s son. And thus the
blessed Anania, always radiant in the teaching of divine Scripture, having advanced to the end of
his life, took his rest in the Lord, and was placed in his monastery to the accompaniment of
Psalms and canticles and to the glory of Christ who crowns the saints.

3 []ws4effr. Third month in the native Armenian calendar. See Abrahamyan, Hayots * gir ew grch ‘ut ‘yun, 100.

4 Paul I (ca. 300 — ca. 351), bishop of Constantinople (ca. 337-39, 341-342, 346-51). Elected and deposed multiple
times during Nicene-Arian conflicts of the middle fourth century. Exiled several times, finally to Cucusus
(Koukousos) in Cappadocia, where he was starved and then strangled to death by Arian sympathizers. His remains
were transferred to Constantinople by order of Emperor Theodosius I in 381. See ODB, s.v. “Paul 1.”

3 Catholicos Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i (sed. 898-924).

6 fupduny k. In the early modern period, yfupdumy b is sometimes used in place of yfusppiguny k. This does not
necessarily imply, however, that the /ife as a whole issues from this late period.

" hpotumcnpumlymt fmpgfr. Literally ‘religious order.” §pofimenpulpus, ‘religious’ is often used in distinction to
‘married’ (wdneuinugkumy) life, hence ‘celibate.’

8 spfoyfrunsfrisguslyus®s wpSkunfig. YpSbum (O wpnokan) is the Armenian equivalent of Gk. téyvn or Lat. ars. Here,
the reference is to the academic disciplines of the liberal arts, in particular the trivium. On the trivium in the
Armenian monastic setting, see chapter 3.

® mnmfinpn. Literally, ‘leader,” a common way of referring to the position of abbot.

10 [ qwbnflwl}p"Lﬂb[wiI] u[p][z [nllil Flupubllﬁ l[buul[iwgl_nJiI. A reference to the Book OfQueStionerS (q‘llpf
fupgnnug). On this book, and its use in medieval Armenian monasteries, see the beginning of chapter 3.

W pupbgupg hupgugpncf#ka]dpep. This refers to how the monastic day was structured, how the monks would
spend their time. As there are no extant #ypika in the Armenian tradition (see the beginning of chapter 3), the daily
schedule was presumably communicated orally and at the discretion of Anania in his role as abbot.

12 Smbat of Zarehawan (fl. mid-9th c.), remembered in Armenian sources as the founder of the T ‘ondrakite heresy.
See Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 140—43 and chapter 4 of this study.
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APPENDIX B: REIGNS OF DYNASTS AND CATHOLICOI

BAGRATUNTI!

Asot I “the Great” (sparapet, 855 — 862; prince of princes, 862 — 884; king, 884 — 890)?
Smbat I “the Martyr” (890 — 914)3

Aot I Erkat* ““the Tron (King)” (914 — 928/29)*

Abas I (929 — 953)°

ASot ITII Oformac “The Merciful” (953 —977)°

Smbat II Tiezerakal “Master of the Universe” (977 — 989)’

Gagik I “the Great” (989/90 — 1017/20)3

Yovhannés-Smbat I1I (ca. 1017 — 1041)°

Ashot IV “the Brave” (ca. 1017 — 1040)!°

Gagik II (ca. 1041 — 1044)!!

ARCRUNI (VASPURAKAN)

ASot I ‘the Senior’ (grandfather of Gagik; 836 — 852, 868 — 874)
Gurgen (852 — 855)

(Grigor-)Derenik (857 — 868, 874 — 887, son of ASot I, father of Gagik; married Sop ‘i, father of
ASot II ‘the Junior’, Gagik, and Gurgen)

Asot II ‘the Junior’ (887 —903/4° brother of Gagik)

Gagik I Arcruni (prince, 903/4 — 908; king 908 — ca. 943/4)!2
Derenik-Asot (ca. 943 — 953/8)!3

Apusahl Hamazasp (953/8 — 972)!4

ASot-Sahak (972 —983)!°

Gurgén-Xac ik (972 — 1003)!°

Senek ‘erim-Yovhannés (972 — 1021)!7

! For other rulers and patriarchs in the era, see the tables and charts in CHBE, 906-929.
2 Greenwood, “Patterns of Contact and Communication,” 79.

3 Greenwood, “Patterns of Contact and Communication,” 79.

4 Greenwood, “Patterns of Contact and Communication,” 81.

3> Greenwood, Universal History, 224 n. 91.

6 Greenwood, “Patterns of Contact and Communication,” 94.

7 T‘amrazyan, Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘¢, 2:130.
8 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 163.

9 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

10 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

11 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

12 Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 158.

13 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

14 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

15 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

16 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.

17 “Genealogical Tables and Lists of Rulers” in CHBE, 918.
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CATHOLICOI

Dawit‘ IT Kakatec‘i (ca. 806 — 833)!8

Yovhannés IV (ca. 833-855)"

Zak ‘aria Jagec'i (855 — 877)%

Georg Il Gainec‘i (877 — 897)

Mastoc* (897 — 898)

Yovhannés Drasxanakertc ‘i “the Historian” (898 — 924)?!
Step ‘anos 11 Rstuni (ca. 925)?

T‘@odoros I R$tuni (925 — 934/5)%

Etise Rstuni (934/5 — 941/2 = AE 383 — 390)2*

Anania Mokac ‘i (941/2 — ca. 963/4 or 965/6 = AE 390 — 414)?
Vahan I Siwnec ‘i (ca. 965/6 — 970)

Step ‘anos III Sewanc i (ca. 970 — 972/3)*’

Xac ik I ArSaruni (972/3 —990/1)*8

Sargis I Sewanc‘i (992/3%° — 1019)

Petros I Getadarj (1019 — 1058)

SEE OF CATHOLICATE3?

ValarSapat (ca. 314 — 484)
Duin (484 — end of ninth c.)
Alt‘amar (ca. 923 — ca. 948)
Argina (ca. 950 — 992)

Ani (992 — 1046)

18 Greenwood, Universal History, 173 n. 242.

19 Greenwood, Universal History, 173 n. 243.

20 Greenwood, Universal History, 176 n. 259.

2! Garsoian, “Independent Kingdoms,” 172.

22 Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 89.

23 Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 89.

24 Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 91.

25 Greenwood, Universal History, 222 n. 91 and 92, 232 n. 155.
26 Greenwood, Universal History, 233 n. 157.

27 Greenwood, Universal History, 233 n. 163.

28 Greenwood, Universal History, 4.

29 Greenwood, Universal History, 295, n. 522.

30 Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 30 n. 121; idem, «L’église arménienne,» 503-04.

262



BIBLIOGRAPHY

ABBREVIATIONS

cpg = Maurice Geerard, ed. Clavis patrum graecorum: qua optimae quaeque scriptorum patrum

graecorum recensiones a primaevis saeculis usque ad octavum commode recluduntur,
Turnhout: Brepols, 1974-2003.

CHBE = The Cambridge History of the Byzantine Empire c.500—1492. Edited by Jonathan
Shepard, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009.

CSCO = Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium

ED> = Encyclopedia of Islam, Second Edition. Edited by P. Bearman, Th. Bianquis, C.E.
Bosworth, E. van Donzel and W.P. Heinrichs. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1960-2005.
https://referenceworks.brillonline.com/browse/encyclopaedia-of-islam-2

El; = Encyclopedia of Islam, Three. Edited by Kate Fleet, Gudrun Kramer, Denis Matringe, John

Nawas and Everett Rowson with a team of more than 20 section editors. Leiden: E. J.
Brill, 2007—. https://referenceworks.brillonline.com/browse/encyclopaedia-of-islam-3

Elr = Encyclopcedia Iranica, online edition, New York, 1996—. http://www.iranicaonline.org/
HHSHTB = Hakobyan, T ‘adevos Khach‘aturi, Step‘an Tigrani Melik -Bakhshyan, and

Hovhannes Khach ‘aturi Barseghian. Hayastani ev harakits * shrjanneri teghanunneri
bararan. 5 vols. Erevan: Erevani Hamalsarani Hratarakchut‘yun, 1988-2001.

JSAS = Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies
M = Matenadaran, Mashtots Institute of Ancient Manuscripts, Erevan, Armenia.
MH = Matenagirk * Hayots * [= Armenian Classical Authors]. Antelias/Erevan, 2003—.

NBHL = Nor bargirk  haygazean lezui, 2 vols. Edited by Gabriél Awedik‘ean, Khach atur
Siwrmélean, and Mkrtich® Awgerean. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1836-37.

OCD = The Oxford Classical Dictionary. Edited by Simon Hornblower, Antony Spawforth, and
Esther Eidinow. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012 (4" ed.).

ODB = The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium. Edited by Alexander P. Kazhdan. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1991.

263



ODLA = The Oxford Dictionary of Late Antiquity. Edited by Oliver Nicholson. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2018.

P = Bibliotheque Nationale de France
REArm = Revue des études arméniennes
SC = Sources Chrétiennes

TM = Travaux et Mémoires. Centre de recherche d’histoire et Civilisation de Byzance. Paris:
Editions E. de Boccard. 1965—.

264



ANCIENT LITERATURE
Arabic

Ibn Khaldin (Abi Zayd “Abd al-Rahman Ibn Khaldtin). Mugaddima. Translated by Franz
Rosenthal. 3 vols. Bollingen Series XLIII. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1958.

Armenian

Aclius Theon. Progymnasmata. In T ‘éovnay Yaghags chartasanakan krt ‘ut ‘eants * handerdz
yoyn bnagrov (Ftnylw) yunuqu Gwpnuwuwlwlwb Yppnpbulg Awlnbpa nyb
plwgpny). Edited by Hakob Manandyan. Erevan: Institute of History and Literature,
1938.

Anania of Mokk"® (Mokac‘1). Complete Works. MH 10: 245-91.

. “Concerning the Rebellion of the House of the Albanians, Whose Ordination for Years
Was outside of the Throne of the Holy Illuminator [uwgugu wuummdpne fFlut umih
Uiqrewpyg np plig dudwiwlu jhuy byl bn g poe [Fhoil wpnwpng uncpp
Lncwwenpsf wfdnmngu).” MH 10:255-74. Armenian text and French translation by
Patricia Boisson in Mélanges Jean Pierre-Mahé, edited by Patricia Boisson, Aram
Mardirossian, Agnés Ouzounian, and Constnatine Zuckerman. 7M 18 (2014): 786-829.

. “The Reason for Anathematizing Xosrov, Bishop of Anjewac ik, by the Lord Anania,
Catholicos of Armenia [§wns Ubwbfuuyfe Suyng YufFngflynufy mpumBun pugugu
leI]nupnl[ flzlnl[banfl qail&bLlllgLﬂJ l?u[flul[nu[nufl].” MH 10:275-76. Translated by S.
Peter Cowe in Xosrov Anjewac ‘i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, 10—13.

Anania of Narek. Book of Instruction (Ppuunwqhpf'). MH 10:328-427.
“To Priests” (II][uum ‘gw4wiuu'”‘15). MH 10:328-336.
“On Patience and Peace” (Il][uum l[lllllil 4uul'Fl:‘[1nL[5‘[nufl EL [uuuzuuznl_[é‘lnuil). MH
10:337-341.
“On Humility” (ﬁ][uum L[ulufl [unilul[lCnL[J[iuliI). MH 10:342-46.
“Counsel on Prayer” (Ruwtip wue [#fy). MH 10:348-355.
“On this Transitory World” (leufl wilgan[i lllz[lllll[l<illl). MH 10:348-355.
“On Attention to Thoughts” (Bwyuwgu funpipypny ggneynefdbws). MH 10:356-359.
“On Compunction and Tears” (Buwyuwgu gyfwh be wpmmoncwyg). MH 10:360-395.
“Evangelical, Apostolic, and Prophetic Speech and Instructions Which Lead Us to
Eternal Life and Do Not Lead Us Astray to the Right or to the Left” (Wweup ke fpupunnp
“Recapitulated and Condensed Sentences on the Things Said to You Before”

265



. Refutation of the T ‘ondrakians (ZwlwBunniphil plngntd @nlnppulbging), fragment.
MH 10:436-38. French translation in Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 783—86.

. For an Explanation of Numbers (Uulju pugu ymynnipbul pning). MH 10:440-455.

. Encomium on the Holy Universal Church (‘Ubppnnbwl wuwmgbwy h unippl fupnnhlk
Lybnkgh). MH 10:619-646. Previously published in Girk  or koch ‘i zhoghovatsu,
Constantinople, 1747, 441-83; Girk ‘ koch ‘ets ‘eal zhoghovatsu, Constantinople, 1793,
403-42.

. Root of Faith (Luiwwnwpdwpun). MH 10:480-598.

. “Letter of Confession” (§fiyr funumnifuwtine [Fhuitr). MH 10:649-57.

Anonymous [Grammarian]. Commentary on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax (U.Gulin.G
UhYGhs PhpulywGhG). MH 5:1219-38.

Aristakes Lastivertci. History (fundniphiG). MH 16:526-633.

Basil of Caesarea. Book of Questioners (®hpf Awpgnnwmg). Armenian text and Italian translation:
Gabriele Uluhogian, ed. and trans. Basilio di Cesarea, Il Libro delle Domande (Le
Regole). CSCO 536537, Scriptores Armeniaci t. 19-20. Louvain: Peeters, 1993.

Book of Canons (Qulinwqhpf Zwng). 2 vols. Edited by Vazgen Hakobyan. Erevan, 1964—
1971.

Book of Chreia (%ppf wyhwnjhg). Edited by Gohar Muradyan. Erevan: Hayastani GAA
hratarakch ‘ut‘yun, 1993.

Book of Letters—1 (%hpf @npng). Edited by Yovsep® Izmirean. Tiflis, 1901.

Book of Letters—2 (%ppf Pnpng). Edited by Norayr Pogharean. Jerusalem: Sts. James Press,
1994.

Davit' [the Grammarian]. Commentary on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax (UkllniphiG
fhpwlwbhG). MH 5:1167-87.

David the Invincible (Dawit® Anyatt®). Definitions and Divisions of Philosophy (UuhdwGf
PUwuwnwuhpmpbwl). Edited by S. S. ArevSatyan. Erevan, 1960. English translation with

introduction and notes by Bridget Kendall and Robert W. Thomson. Armenian Texts and
Studies 5. Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1983.

266



. Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge (UbpnLéniphil UbpwénipbwGG Nnphpeph). Edited
by S. S. ArevSatyan. Erevan, 1976. Old Armenian Text with the Greek Original, and
English Translation, Introduction and Notes by Gohar Muradyan. Commentaria in
Aristotelem Armeniaca — Davidis Opera vol. 3. Philosophia Antiqua: A Series of Studies
on Ancient Philosophy 137. Leiden: Brill, 2014.

. Interpretation of Aristotle’s Categories (UklinLphiG Unnpngnipbwlg U.phunnnth).
Edited by Hakob Manandyan. St. Petersburg, 1911.

. Interpretation of Aristotle’s Prior Analytics (UkliniphiG h UbpniowljuGG
U.phunnunkh). Edited by S. S. ArevSatyan. Erevan, 1967. Old Armenian Text with an
English Translation, Introduction and Notes by Aram Topchyan. Commentaria in
Aristotelem Armeniaca — Davidis Opera vol. 2. Philosophia Antiqua: A Series of Studies
on Ancient Philosophy 122. Leiden: Brill, 2010.

Ehise. History of Vardan and the Armenian War (dwul dwppubwy br Zwing quunbpuqUdhb).
MH 1:515-765. English translation by Robert W. Thomson. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1982.

Ephrem the Syrian. Srboyn Ep remi matenagrut iwnk* (Uppn)i Gihpbuh YwnblGwgpmiphoGf).
Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1836.

Evagrius of Pontus. Life and Literary Works: Translated from Greek to Armenian in the Fifth
Century [Awpf bv dwunbGuwqpnippoif. pupglwlbwf h Gk p fwy puppun b
fihGgbpnpy pupnd]. Edited by Barsegh Sargisean. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1907.

Epic Histories (PnLqulinpupul wwwndnipheGf). Armenian text in MH 1:277-428. Translated by
Nina G. Garsoian as The Epic Histories Attributed to P ‘awstos Buzand (Buzandaran
Patmut‘iwnk ‘). Harvard Armenian Texts and Studies 8. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1989.

Grigor Magistros. Letters-I [npbpp]. Edited by K. Kostaneanc'. Alexandrapol, 1910.

. Letters-1I [Fqpbpp]. MH 16:190-385.

Grigor of Narek. Complete Works. MH 10:1015-1110. MH 12.

. Book of Lamentation (U'wmunbw( nnpbpgmpbw(). P.M. Khach‘atryan and A.A.
Ghazinyan, eds. Matean Oghbergut ‘ean. Erevan, 1985. French translation (1): Grégoire
de Narek, Le livre de prieres. Translated by Isaac Kéchichian. SC 78. Paris, 1961. French
translation (2): Mah¢, Annie et Jean-Pierre. Grégoire de Narek. Tragédie. Matean

otbergut ‘ean. Le Livre de Lamentation. Introduction, Traduction et Notes. CSCO 584,
subsidia 106. Louvain: Peeters, 2000. English translation: Speaking with God from the

267



Depths of the Heart: The Armenian Prayer Book of St. Gregory of Narek. Translated by
Thomas Samuelian. Erevan, 2001.

. “Letter to Kéaw Monastery (ﬁ‘nLlZ[J /1 4nJul[[luui )73 Jull[ulfluu_n[l nl_[umfl llﬁulLulJ).” MH
12:1087—-89. French Translation in Mahé, Grégoire de Narek, Tragédie, 787-92. English
translation in Conybeare, Key of Truth, 125-30; Arpee, History of Armenian Christianity,
319-24.

Hamam Arewelc‘i. Commentary on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax (UklliniphiG
fhpwlwbhG). MH 9:534-54.

Homiliary (Bunplwhp). P 120, ff. 3v—8r.

Kirakos Ganjakec‘i. History of Armenia (Mlmwndniphil Zwyng). Edited by K. A. Melik ‘-
Ohanjanyan. Erevan, 1961.

Koriwn. Life of Mastoc ‘. MH 1:227-72. English translation by Bedros Norehad. New York:
Armenian General Benevolent Union, 1964. Reprinted in Krikor H. Maksoudian,
Koriwn, Vark Mashtots i: a Photoreproduction of the 1941 Yerevan Edition with a
Modern Translation and Concordance, and with a New Introduction. Delmar, NY:
Caravan Books, 1985. Also reprinted in Agop J. Hacikyan, ed. The Heritage of Armenian
Literature, vol. 1, 152-81. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2000. French
translation: Mahé, Jean-Pierre. “La Vie de Mastoc , traduction annotée.” REArm 30
(2005-2007): 59-97. German translation: Gabriele Winkler. Koriwns Biographie des
Mesrop Mastoc‘, Ubersetzung und Kommentar. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 245.
Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1994.

Lazar P*arpec’i. History of Armenia (fundniphiG Zwng). MH 2:2201-2375. English
translation: The History of Lazar P ‘arpec ‘i. Translated by Robert W. Thomson. Atlanta,
GA: Scholars Press, 1991.

Lewond. History. MH 6:711-851. English translation: Arzoumanian, Zaven. History of Ghevond
the Eminent Vardapet of the Armenians (VIII Century). Burbank, 2007 [2nd ed.]. French
translation: Martin-Hisard, Bernadette. Zewond Vardapet Discours Historique. Centre de
Recherche d’Histoire et Civilisation de Byzance, Monographies 49. Paris: ACHCByz,
2015.

Matt‘@os Urhayec i (Matthew of Edessa).Chronicle (dwdwlwuljugpniphG). Edited by M.
Adamean and N. Tér-Mik ‘ayelean. VatarSapat, 1898. English translation: Ara Edmond
Dostourian, Armenia and the Crusades, Tenth to Twelfth Centuries: The Chronicle of
Matthew of Edessa. Lanham, MD: 1993. Online critical edition and English translation
(incomplete): Tara Andrews, Tatevik Atayan, and Anahit Safaryan. “The Chronicle of
Matthew of Edessa Online”, last modified 29 August 2020.
https://editions.byzantini.st/ChronicleME/

268



Movsés Katankaduac‘i [Dasxuranc‘1]. History of the Caucasian Albanians (MundniphiG
Unniwlihg wyowphbh). MH 15:27-437. English translation by C. J. F. Dowsett. The
History of the Caucasian Albanians by Movses Dasxuranci. London Oriental Studies 8.
London: Oxford University Press, 1961.

Movses K ert‘ot. Commentary on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax (UklliniphiG
fhpwljwbhG). MH 5:1195-1208.

Movsgs Xorenac'i. History of Armenia (Muwndniphil Zwyng). MH 2:1737-2121. Translated by
Robert W. Thomson. Ann Arbor, MI: Caravan Books, 2006 [2™ rev. ed.].

Nersés Snorhali. Encyclical Letters. (LGyhwlpuwlwb pnigpf uppnyl Ubputuh Glnphwjiny)
Jerusalem: Sts. James Press, 1871.

Nonnus of Nisibis. Commentary on the Gospel of Saint John. Translation of the Armenian Text
with Introduction and Commentary by Robert W. Thomson. Writings from the Islamic
World 1. Atlanta: SBL Press, 2014.

Samugl Kamrjajorec i. Explanation of Feasts [SwGwuyuwnfun]. MH 10:703—46.

. “Letter of Samué&l Kamrjajorec‘i, Armenian Philosopher, Reply to the Letter of Theodore,
Metropolitan of Meliten€, Written at the Command of Xac ik, Catholicos of Armenia
YuwfFnigplynuf].” MH 10:747-761; Book of Letters-1, 302-322; Book of Letters-2, 550—
579.

Seal of Faith (WGhf Rununnny). Ter-Mkrtch ean, Karapet, ed. Knik* Hawatoy Endhanur Surb
Ekeghets‘woy: hughghap‘ai- ew S. Hogekir harts‘'n merots‘ dawanut eants ‘. Ejmiatsin,
1914.

Step ‘anos Orbelean. History of Siwnik * (funtniphil GwhwlghG UphuwlwG). Edited by Karapet
Shahnazareants®. Tiflis: Aghaneants®, 1910.

Step‘anos Siwnec ‘1. Commentary on the Daily Office (duwdwljupgnipbwub ULYGniphiG). In The
Commentary on the Armenian Daily Office by Bishop Step ‘anos Siwnec i (d. 735).
Critical Edition and Translation with Textual and Liturgical Analysis by Michael Daniel
Findikyan. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 270. Roma: Pontifico Istituto Orientale, 2004.

. Commentary on the Ars Grammatica of Dionysius Thrax (Uklliniphil ‘PhpuljwGhG). MH
6:571-93.

269



. On the Incorruptibility of the Body of Christ (Y wuli wGwwwuljwlinipbwb vwpdlngi). MH
6:439-57.

Step‘anos Taronec ‘i (Asotik). Universal History [Tmundniphil whbqbpuljwG]. MH 15:639-829.
English translation: Timothy Greenwood. The Universal History of Step ‘anos
Taronec i: Introduction, Translation and Commentary. Oxford Studies in Byzantium.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017. French translation: Frédéric Macler. Etienne
Asolik de Taron. Histoire universelle. Paris, 1917.

Timothy Aelurus. Refutation of the Decrees of the Council of Chalcedon (LwljuGwunniphiG wn
uwhdwlbwyub h dnynynjG Pwunlbnnbh). Edited by Karapet Ter Mkrtchian and Eruand
Ter Minasian. Ejmiatsin, 1908.

T*ovma Arcruni [and Anonymous Continuators]. History of the House of the Arcrunik ‘. MH
11:15-316. English translation and commentary by Robert W. Thomson. Detroit: Wayne
State University Press, 1985.

Uxtanés of Sebasteia. History of Armenia (fuwndniphil Zwng): MH 15:441-616. English
translation of Book I: Arzoumanian, Zaven. Bishop Ukhtanes of Sebastia, History of
Armenia. Part I. History of the Patriarchs and Kings of Armenia. Fort Lauderdale, 1988.
English translation of Book II: Arzoumanian, Zaven. Bishop Ukhtanes of Sebastia,
History of Armenia. Part Il. History of the Severance of the Georgians from the
Armenians. Fort Lauderdale, 1985. French translation: Brosett, Marie-Félicité. Deux
historiens arméniens. Kiracos de Gantzac, XIII®s., Histoire d’Arménie, Oukhtanes
d’Ourha, X° s., Histoire en trois parties. Saint Petersburg, 1870.

Vardan Arewelc 1. Compilation of Armenian History [Zuiwfmdl yuwndnipbwl Zwng]. Edited
by Ghewond Alishan. Venice: Mkhit‘arean Press, 1862. Translated by Robert Thomson
in “The Historical Compilation of Vardan Arewelc‘i.” Dumbarton Oaks Papers 43
(1989): 125-226.

Xacik ArSaruni. “Reply to the Letter of the Metropolitan of Sebasteia, written at the command of
Lord Xac ik, Catholicos of Armenia [Dwwmwupuubfs [Fdngs dbmprnuynmfph Ubpumfing,
Ll_plnul 4[11u1/'ul'iuu:. Sbwny II]LuZl[ulJ zw'(ng l]wﬁnrl[tl[nuﬁ].” MH 15:770-800. El’lgllSh
translation in Greenwood, Universal History, 253-283.

Xosrov Anjewac‘i. Commentary on the Liturgy of the Hours (UkljinLphLG qpng
dwdwljupgnipbwb). Constantinople, 1730, 1840. MH 10:35-227.

. Commentary on the Divine Liturgy (UkljinLphLG wnuiphg wquwnwpuqhG). Edited by
Ghewond Alishan, Venice, 1869. English translation by S. Peter Cowe. Armenian Church
Classics. New York: St. Vartan Press, 1991. Latin Translation by P. Vetter. Chosroae
Magni Explicatio precum Missae. Fribourg im Breisgau, 1880.

270



. To Clerics (Un Juul bibnbguljwbub): MH 10:228-34.
. Words of Useful Instruction (PuGf whunwGhf popunwuljwbf): MH 10:235-44.
Yaysmawurk‘ (3wJu1waanf). M 7359.

Yovhannés Drasxanakertc‘i. History of Armenia. MH 11:315-584. English translation by Rev.
Krikor H. Maksoudian. Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1987. French translation: Boisson-
Chenorhokian, P. Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i. Histoire d’Armeénie. CSCO 605, subsidia
115. Leuven: Peeters, 2003.

Yovhannés Erznkac‘i (Pluz). Compilation of Commentary on Grammar (LunwufnidG
ULlGnLpbwb fhpwljwGh). Armenian text and English translation in Roberta R. Ervine,
“Yohannés Erznkac‘i Pluz’s Compilation of Commentary on Grammar.” PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 1988.

[Pseudo-]Zeno. Anonymous Philosophical Treatise. Edited and translated by Michael E. Stone
and Manea E. Shirinian. Philosophia Antiqua 83. Leiden: Brill, 2000.

Greek

Acelius Theon. Progymnasmata. Edited by Michel Patillon with the assistance of Giancarlo
Bolognesi for the Armenian. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1997.

Aphthonius. Progymnasmata. In Corpus Rhetoricum, t. 1. Edited by Michel Patillon. Paris: Les
Belles Lettres, 2008.

Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus. De administrando imperio. Edited by G. Moravcsik.
Translated by R. J. H. Jenkins. Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 1. Washington
D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks, 1967, rev. ed.

. De cerimoniis aulae Byzantinae. Edited by J. J. Reiske. 2 vols. Corpus Scriptorium
Historiae Byzantinae. Bonn: Weber, 1829-1830. Incomplete edition, French translation
and commentary by Albert Vogt, Constantin VII Porphyrogénete: Le Livre des
cérémonies, 4 vols., Paris: Les belles lettres (1935—-1940).

Evagrius of Pontus. Praktikos. Greek text and French translation in Traité pratique, ou, Le
moine. Introduction, édition critique du texte grec (compte tenu des versions orientales),
traduction, commentaire et tables par Antoine Guillaumont et Claire Guillaumont. SC
170-171. Paris : Editions du Cerf, 1971.

271



. Scholia on Proverbs. Greek text and French translation in Scholies aux Proverbes.
Introduction, texte critique, traduction, notes, appendices et index par Paul Géhin. SC
340. Paris : Editions du Cerf, 1987.

. Gnostikos. Greek text and French translation in Le gnostique, ou, A celui qui est devenu
digne de la science. Edition critique des fragments grecs, traduction intégrale établie au
moyen des versions syriaques et arménienne, commentaire et tables par Antoine
Guillaumont et Claire Guillaumont. SC 356. Paris : Editions du Cerf, 1989.

. Scholia on Ecclesiastes. Greek text and French translation in Scholies a I’Ecclésiaste.
Edition princeps du texte grec, introduction, traduction, notes et index par Paul Géhin. SC
397. Paris : Editions du Cerf, 1993.

. The Greek Ascetic Corpus. Translation, Introduction, and Commentary by Robert E.
Sinkewicz. Oxford Early Christian Studies. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003.

. Treatise to the Monk Eulogius and On the Vices Opposed to the Virtues. Greek text and
French translation in A Euloge. Les vices opposés aux vertus. Introduction, texte critique,

traduction et notes par Charles-Antoine Fogielman. SC 591. Paris : Editions du Cerf,
2017.

Nicholas Mystikos Letters. Edited by R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westernink. Translated by R. J.
H. Jenkins. Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae 6. Washington D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks,
1973.

Symeon the Studite (Symeon Eulabes [the Pious]). Discours ascétique. Edited by Hilarion
Alfeyev and translated by Louis Neyrand. SC 460. Paris, 2001.

Latin

Jerome. Epistles. Latin text and English translation (of certain epistles) in Select Letters,

translated by F. A. Wright. Loeb Classical Library 262. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1933.

Syriac

Bar Hebraeus. Chronicon Syriacum. Edited by P. Bedjan, Paris: Maisonneuve, 1890.
Chronography. Translated from the Syriac by Ernest A. Wallis Budge. 2 vols. Oxford
University Press, London: Humphrey Milford, 1932.

Evagrius of Pontus. Kephalaia Gnostika. Syriac text in Les six centuries des “Kephalaia
gnostica” d’Evagre le Pontique. Edition critique de la version syriaque commune et

272



¢dition d'une nouvelle version syriaque, intégrale, avec une double traduction francaise
par Antoine Guillaumont. Patrologia Orientalis 28. Paris : Firmin-Didot, 1958.

. Euagrius Ponticus. Edited by W. Frankenberg. Abhandlungen der Koniglichen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen. Philologisch-Historische Klasse, n.F. 13,
no. 2. Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1912.

. Antirrhetikos. Translation in Talking Back: A Monastic Handbook for Combating

Demons. Translated with an introduction by David Brakke. Cistercian Studies Series 229.
Collegeville, Minn.: Cistercian Publications, 2009.

273



MODERN LITERATURE

Abeghyan, Manuk. Hayots * hin grakanut ‘yan patmut ‘yun, 2 vols. Erevan: HSSR GA
hratarakch ‘ut‘yun, 1944—-1946.

Abrahamyan, Ashot G. Anania Shirakats ‘u matenagrut yune: usumnasirut yun. Erevan: HSSR
Matenadarani Hratarakch ‘ut‘yun, 1944.

. Hayots * gir ew grch ‘ut ‘yun. Erevan: Erevani hamalsarani hratarakch ‘ut‘yun, 1973.

Achatean, Hrach‘eay. Hayeréen armatakan bararan, 4 vols. Erevan: Erevani Hamalsarani
Hratarak¢ ut‘iwn, 1971 (rev. ed).

. Hayots * andznanunneri bararan, 5 vols. Erevan: Petakan Hamalsarani
Hratarakch “ut‘yun, 1942-62.

Adontz, Nicholas. Denys de Thrace et les commentateurs arméniens. Translated from Russian by
René Hotterbeex. Louvain: Imp. Orientaliste, 1970.

. Armenia in the Period of Justinian: The Political Conditions Based on the Naxarar
System. Translated with Partial Revisions, a Bibliographical Note, and Appendices by
Nina G. Garsoian. Lisbon: Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation, 1970.

Akinean, N[ersés] and P. Ter-Poghosean. “Matenagrakan hetazotut ‘iwnner: Yunaban dprots‘¢.”
Handes Amsoreay 111 (1977): 1-72.

Alishan, Ghewond. Hayapatum: patmich 'k ew patmut iwnk “ hayots *. 3 vols. Venice: St. Lazarus
Press, 1901.

Anasyan, H. S. Haykakan matenagitut ‘yun E-ZE dd. Vo). 1: A-Arak ‘el Salajorec i. Erevan, 1959.

Anser, M.K., Yousaf, Z., Nassani, A.A. et al. “Dynamic linkages between poverty, inequality,
crime, and social expenditures in a panel of 16 countries: two-step GMM estimates.”
Journal of Economic Structures 9, 43 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s40008-020-00220-
6

Arevshatyan, A. S. «La proclamation mélodisée (K ‘aroz) dans le chant sacré arménien». REArm
24 (1993) 129-51.

. «Ganj [$wud]». In K Fistonya Hayastan hanragitaran, edited by A. Lazaryan et al, 190—
91. Erevan: Haykakan Hanragitarani Glxavor Xmbagrut yun, 2002.

274



Arlen, Jesse Siragan. “Texts for Keeping Watch: The Hymns of the Night of Ephrem of Nisibis
and the Book of Lamentation of Gregory of Narek.” Viator: Medieval and Renaissance
Studies 49 no. 2 (2018): 1-23.

Arpee, Leon. 4 History of Armenian Christianity from the Beginning to Our Own Time. New
York, 1946.

Arutjunova-Fidanjan, V.A. “The Ethno-Confessional Self-Awareness of Armenian
Chalcedonians.” REArm 21 (1988-1989): 345—-63.

Ashégean, Grigor. “Anania Narekats‘i.” Patker 19 nos. 811, 18 (1898-99): 17579, 197-201,
217-21, 241-45, 426-28.

Aslanian, Sebouh D. From the Indian Ocean to the Mediterranean: The Global Trade Networks
of Armenian Merchants from New Julfa, Berkeley: University of California Press, 2011.

. “The Marble of Armenian History: Or Armenian History as World History.” Etudes
arméniennes contemporaines 4 (December 2014): 129-142.

. “From ‘Autonomous’ to ‘Interactive’ Histories: World History’s Challenge to Armenian
Studies.” In An Armenian Mediterranean: Words and Worlds in Motion, edited by
Kathryn Babayan and Michael Pifer, 81-125. Mediterranean Perspectives. Palgrave
Macmillan. Cham, Switzerland: Springer International, 2018.

Augg, Isabelle. Eglises en dialogue: Arméniens et Byzantins dans la seconde moitié du XII°
siecle. CSCO 633, subsidia 124. Louvain: Peeters, 2011.

Auzépy, Marie-France. “State of Emergency (700-850).” In The Cambridge History of the
Byzantine Empire c. 500 — 1492, edited by Jonathan Shepard, 251-91. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008.

Avdoyan, Levon. Pseudo-Yovhannés Mamikonean: The History of Taron [Patmut iwn Taronoy].
Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1993.

Awgerean, Yarut‘iwn. A Brief Account of the Mechitaristican Society Founded on the Island of
St. Lazaro. Translated by Alexander Goode. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1835.

Ayuazean, Awedik® and Mser Msereants . “Anania Narekats ‘i: Nerboghean asats ‘eal i surbn
kat ‘oghike ekeghets i.” Chrak‘agh 1, nos. 812 (1859): 259-72, 291-98, 323-32, 359—
66, 399-406.

Bairoch, Paul. Cities and Economic Development: From the Dawn of History to the Present.
Translated by Christopher Braider. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988.

275



Bang, Peter F. and Christopher A. Bayly, eds. Tributary Empires in Global History. Houndmills:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2011.

. “Tributary Empires — Towards a Global and Comparative History.” In Tributary
Empires in Global History, edited by Peter F. Bang and Christopher A. Bayly, 1-17.
Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011.

Bates, Michael L. “Dirham Mint of the Northern Provinces of the Umayyad Caliphate.” In
Armenian Numismatic Journal 15: Essays Dedicated in Honor of Dr. Paul Z. Bedoukian
On the Fortiety Year of His Contributions, edited by Y. T. Nercessian, 89—111. Los
Angeles: Armenian Numismatic Society, 1989.

. “A Second Muhammadiyya and the Four Mints of the Bajunays Mine.” Journal of the
Oriental Numismatic Society 209 (2011): 14-17.

Beach, Alison I. and Isabelle Cochelin, eds. The New Cambridge History of Medieval
Monasticism in the Latin West, 2 vols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020.

Bentley, Jerry. “Introduction: The Task of World History.” The Oxford Handbook of World
History, edited by Jerry Bentley, 1-18. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011.

Blankinship, Khalid Y. The End of the Jihad State: The Reign of Hisham Ibn ‘Abd al-Malik and
the Collapse of the Umayyads. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1994.

Bobrovnikov, “Abrek.” El.

Boisson, Patricia, Aram Mardirossian, and Agnés Ouzounian. “Trois opuscules d’ Anania
Mokac'i.” In Mélanges Jean Pierre-Mahé, edited by Patricia Boisson, Aram
Mardirossian, Agneés Ouzounian, and Constnatine Zuckerman. 7M 18 (2014): 771-841.

Bonfiglio, Emilio and Johannes Preiser-Kapeller. “From Ararat to Mount Zion: Armenian
Pilgrimage and Presence in the Holy Land, Fourth to Seventh Century.” In Pilgrimage to
Jerusalem: Journeys, Destinations, Experiences across Times and Cultures, edited by
Falko Daim, Johannes Pahlitzsch, Joseph Patrich, Claudia Rapp, and Jon Seligman, 75—
85. Byzanz zwischen Orient und Okzident 19. Mainz: Verlag des Romisch-Germanischen
Zentralmuseums, 2020.

Bonner, Michael. “The waning of empire, 861-945.” In The Formation of the Islamic World
Sixth to Eleventh Centuries, edited by Chase F. Robinson, 305-359. Vol. 1 of The New
Cambridge History of Islam, edited by Michael Cook. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010.

. “In Search of the Early Islamic Economy.” A/- ‘Usir al-Wusta 27 (2019): 1-39.

276



Boratov, P.N. “Koéroghlu.” El>,

Bosker, Maarten, Eltjo Buringh, and Jan Luiten van Zanden. “From Baghdad to London:
Unraveling Urban Development in Europe, the Middle East, and North Africa, 800—
1800.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 95, no. 4 (2013): 1418-37.

Bosworth, Clifford E. “The Heritage of Rulership in Early Islamic Iran and the Search for
Dynastic Connections to the Past.” Iran 11 (1973): 51-62.

. “The Tahirids and Saffa‘rids.” In The Period from the Arab Invasion to the Saljugs,
edited by Richard N. Frye, 90—135. Vol. 4 of The Cambridge History of Iran. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1975.

. The New Islamic Dynasties: A Chronological and Genealogical Manual. The New
Edinburgh Islamic Surveys. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004.

. “Saffarids.” Elr. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/saffarids. Accessed on 1 April
2020.

. “Servansahs.” Elr. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/servansahs. Accessed on 2 April
2020.

. “Rawwadids.” EL>.

. “Sadjids.” EL.

. “Samanids.” EL.

. “Shaddadids.” ED.

. “Ziyarids.” ED.

Bosworth, C.E. and Latham, J.D. “Al-Thughur.” E/>.

Bozoyan, Azat. “L’Eglise et I’identité arménienne dans le Caucase et I’Empire byzantine aux
IX¢-X¢ siecles.” In L’ Arménie et la Géorgie en dialogue avec I’Europe du Moyen Age a
nos jours, edited by Isabelle Augé, Vladimir Barkhoudaryan et al., 403-21. Paris:
Geuthner, 2016.

Brown, Peter. “The Rise and Function of the Holy Man in Late Antiquity.” Journal of Roman
Studies 61 (1971): 80-101.

Brubaker, Leslie. Inventing Byzantine Iconoclasm. London: Bristol Classical Press, 2012.

277



Brubaker, Leslie and John Haldon. Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era c. 680-850: A History.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011.

Cahen, CI. “Buwayhids or Buyids.” EL>.

Calzolari, Valentina. “The Editing of Christian Apocrypha in Armenian: Should We Turn Over a
New Leaf?” In Armenian Philology in the Modern Era, edited by Valentina Calzolari and
Michael E. Stone, 264-291. Leiden: Brill, 2014.

. “Sciences sacrées et sciences profanes dans la littérature arménienne. Les racines
culturelles de I’ Arménie ancienne et médiévale entre Orient et Occident.” In M. Delgado,
Ch. Mela, and F. Mori, éds. Orient-Occident. Racines spirituelles de |’Europe. Racines
spirituelles de I’Europe. Enjeux et implications de la translatio studiorum dans le
Jjudaisme, le christianisme et l'islam de |’ Antiquité a la Renaissance (Actes du colloque
scientifique international 16-19 novembre 2009), 369-395. Paris: Cerf, 2015.

. “The Transmission and Reception of the Greek Cultural Heritage in Late Antique
Armenia : The Armenian Translations of the Greek Neoplatonic Works.” In Greek Texts
and Armenian Traditions: An Interdisciplinary Approach, edited by Francesca Gazzano,
Lara Pagani, and Giusto Traina, 47-70. Trends in Classics-Supplementary 39.
Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter, 2016.

Calzolari, Valentina et Jonathan Barnes, eds. L ‘euvre de David [’Invincible et la transmission de
la pensée grecque dans la tradition arménienne et syriaque. Commentaria in Aristotelem
Armeniaca — Davidis Opera vol. 1. Philosophia Antiqua : A Series of Studies on Ancient
Philosophy 116. Brill: Leiden, 2009.

Canard, M., Cahen, Cl., and Deny, J. “Arminiya.” E/>.

Canard, M., “‘Isa b. al-Shaykh.” EL.

Ch‘amch‘ean, Mik ayel. Patmut‘iwn Hayots". 3 vols. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1784—1786.

Charanis, Peter. “The Transfer of Population as a Policy in the Byzantine Empire.” Comparative
Studies in Society and History 3 no. 2 (1961): 140-54.

. Armenians in the Byzantine Empire. Lisbon: Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation, 1963.
Conrad, Sebastian. What is Global History? Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016.

Contin, Benedetta. David [’ Arménien et |’école d’Alexandrie. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 301.
Roma: Pontificio Istituto orientale, 2017.

278



Conybeare, Fred C. The Key of Truth: A Manual of the Paulician Church of Armenia. Oxford,
1898.

Cowe, S. Peter. “A Typology of Armenian Biblical Manuscripts.” REArm 18 (1984): 49-67.

. Review of The Tondrakian Movement: Religious Movements in the Armenian Church
from the Fourth to the Tenth Centuries, by Vrej Nersessian. Journal of Theological
Studies 40, no. 2 (1989): 636-41.

. Xosrov Anjewac i, Commentary on the Divine Liturgy. Armenian Church Classics. New
York: St. Vartan Press, 1991.

. “An Armenian Job Fragment from Sinai and its Implications.” Oriens Christianus 76
(1992): 123-57.

. “The Impact of Time and Place on Grigor Narekac‘i’s Theology, Spirituality and
Poetics.” Le Muséon 108, nos. 1-2 (1995): 85-102.

. Review of Book of Chries (Girk * Pitoyic ‘), by Gohar Muradyan. Le Muséon 108 nos. 1-2
(1995): 200-05.

. “Generic and Methodological Developments in Theology in Caucasia from the Fourth to
Eleventh Centuries within an East Christian Context.” In I/ Caucaso: Cerniera fra
culture dal Mediterraneo alla Persia (secoli IV-XI), 20-26 aprile 1995, 647-83.
Settimane di studio del centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo XLIII. 2 vols. Spoleto:
Presso la sede del centro, 1996.

. “Medieval Armenian Literary and Cultural Trends (Twelfth—Seventeenth Centuries.” In

The Armenian People From Ancient to Modern Times, edited by Richard Hovannisian,
1:293-325. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997.

. “The Tome of Leo: Eastern and Oriental Orthodox Perspectives.” St. Nersess Theological
Review 3 nos. 1-2 (1998): 1-21.

. “Relations Between the Kingdoms of Vaspurakan and Ani.” In Armenian
Van/Vaspurakan, edited by Richard G. Hovannisian, 73—85. Historic Armenian Cities
and Provinces 1. Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda Publishers, 2000.

. “Armenian Immigration to the Sebastia Region, Tenth—Eleventh Centuries.” In Armenian
Sebastia/Sivas and Lesser Armenia, edited by Richard G. Hovannisian, 111-35. Historic
Armenian Cities and Provinces 5. Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda Publishers, 2004.

279



. “Armenians in the Era of the Crusades, 1050—1350.” In The Cambridge History of
Christianity. Vol. 5: Eastern Christianity, edited by Michael Angold, 404—429.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006.

. “The Bible in Armenian.” In The New Cambridge History of the Bible, edited by Richard
Marsden and E. Ann Matter, 2:143—161. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012.

. “Two Tales of a City: Ani in Material Culture and the Armenian Literary Tradition.” In
Ani at the Crossroads, edited by Zaza Shkirtladze, 81-119. Tbilisi: Ivane Javakhishvili
Thilisi State University Press, 2019.

. “The Renewal of the Debate between Royal and Monastic Ideology under Gagik I of
Vaspurakan as a Factor of Commercial and Economic Revival.” In Armenia Between
Byzantium and the Orient: Celebrating the Memory of Karen Yuzbashian (1927-2009),
edited by Bernard Outtier, Cornelia B. Horn, et al., 242-58. Texts and Studies in Eastern
Christianity 16. Leiden: Brill, 2020.

Cowe, S. Peter, ed. Ani: World Architectural Heritage of a Medieval Armenian Capital. Leuven:
Peeters, 2001.

Cox, Claude. “The Armenian Version and the Text of the Old Greek Psalter.” In Der

Septuaginta-Psalter und seine Tochteriibersetziingen, edited by A. Aejmelaeus, 174-247.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2000.

Crone, Patricia. God’s Rule: Government and Islam. New York: Columbia University Press,
2004.

. “Babak.” EI;.

Dadoyan, Seta B. The Armenians in the Medieval Islamic World: Paradigms of Interaction,
Seventh to Fourteenth Centuries. 3 vols. New Brunswick, U.S.A., 2011-14.

Dagron, Gilbert. “Minorités ethniques et religieuses dans 1’Orient byzantine a la fin du X® et au
XI¢ siecle: L’immigration syrienne.” TM 6 (1976): 177-216.

Daniel, Elton L. “Taherids.” Elr. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/taherid-dynasty. Accessed
on 1 April 2020.

Dédéyan, Gérard, ed. Histoire du peuple arménien. Toulouse: Editions Privat, 2007 [2¢ edition].
Denoix, Sylvie. “Founded Cities of the Arab World From the Seventh to the Eleventh
Centuries.” In The City in the Islamic World, 2 vols., edited by Salma K. Jayyusi ef al.,

1:115-39. Handbook of Oriental Studies. Section 1, The Near and Middle East, vol. 94.
Leiden: Brill, 2008.

280



Der Manuelian, Lucy, Murray L Eiland, and Emily J Sano. Weavers, Merchants, and Kings: The
Inscribed Rugs of Armenia. Fort Worth: Kimbell Art Museum. 1984.

Der Nersessian, Sirarpie. Aght ‘amar: The Church of the Holy Cross. Harvard Armenian Texts
and Studies 1. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1965.

Donabédian, Patrick. «La renaissance de I’architecture (IX°-XI¢ siécle).» Musée du Louvre
¢ditions. Armenia sacra; m’emoire chrétienne des Arméniens (IVe-XVllle siecle),
Somogy éditions d’art, pp.124—136, 2007, 978-2-7572-0066-7; 978-2-35031-068-8.

Dorfmann-Lazarev, Igor. Arméniens et Byzantins a l'époque de Photius: Deux débats
théologiques apres le Triomphe de I'Orthodoxie. Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium 584, subsidia 106. Leuven: Peeters, 2004.

. Christ in Armenian Tradition: Doctrine, Apocrypha, Art (Sixth—Tenth Centuries). Journal
of Eastern Christian Studies 68, nos. 3—4 (2016): 217-402, monograph issue. Leuven:
Peeters.

Durean, Eghish&. Patmut‘iwn hay matenagrut‘ean. Constantinople, 1885 (1% ed.); Jerusalem,
1933 (2" ed.).

Dyer, Joseph. “The Psalms in Monastic Prayer.” In The Place of the Psalms in the Intellectual
Culture of the Middle Ages, edited by Nancy van Deusen, 59—-89. New York: State
University of New York Press, 1999.

Dysinger, Luke, OSB. Psalmody and Prayer in the Writings of Evagrius Ponticus. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2005.

Eastmond, Antony and Lynn Jones. “Robing, Power, and Legitimacy in Armenia and Georgia.”
In Robes and Honor: The Medieval World of Investiture, edited by Stewart Gordon, 147—
92. New York: Palgrave, 2001.

Eger, A. Asa. The Islamic-Byzantine Frontier: Interaction and Exchange Among Muslim and
Christian Communities. London: 1.B. Tauris, 2015.

Erdeljan, Jelena. Chosen Places: Constructing New Jerusalems in Slavia Orthodoxa. East
Central and Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages, 450-1450, vol. 45. Leiden: Brill, 2017.

Ervine, Roberta R. “Yohanngs Erznkac‘i Pluz’s Compilation of Commentary on Grammar.” PhD
diss., Columbia University, 1988.

. The Blessing of Blessings: Gregory of Narek’s Commentary on the Song of Songs.
Cistercian Studies 215. Kalamazoo, MI, 2007.

281



Ewdokiats ‘i, Matt'@os. Hamarotut ‘iwn varuts * tearn tearn gerapatiw rabunapetin Mkhit ‘aray
metsi abbayi (Lwdwnonniphil Ywpnig SbunG Sbwnl Sbpuywnpe (fupnGuybnhb
Upphpwpuy ULéh U.ppwgh). Mkhit arist Manuscript Library, Vienna, ms. 494. Published
in Handés Amsorya 49 nos. 4-12 (1949): 321-362.

Fajnzylber, Pablo, Daniel Lederman, and Norman Loayza. “Inequality and Violent Crime.” The
Journal of Law & Economics 45, no. 1 (2002): 1-39.

Findikyan, Michael Daniel. The Commentary on the Armenian Daily Office by Bishop Step ‘anos
Siwnec T (d. 735): Critical Edition and Translation with Textual and Liturgical Analysis.
Orientalia Christiana Analecta 270. Roma: Pontifico Istituto Orientale, 2004.

Fowden, Garth. Abraham or Aristotle? First Millenium Empires and Exegetical Traditions.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015.

. Before and After Muhammad: The First Millenium Refocused. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2013.

. Qusayr ‘Amra: Art and the Umayyad elite in late antique Syria. The Transformation of
the Classical Heritage 36. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004.

. Empire to Commonwealth: Consequences of Monotheism in Late Antiquity. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1993.

. The Egyptian Hermes: A Historical Approach to the Late Pagan Mind, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1986.

Garsoian, Nina. The Paulician Heresy: A Study of the Origin and Development of Paulicianism
in Armenia and the Eastern Provinces of the Byzantine Empire. Columbia University
Publications in Near and Middle East Studies. Series A, V1. Paris, 1967.

. “Prolegomena to a Study of the Iranian Aspects in Arsacid Armenia.” Handes Amsoreay
90 (1976): 177-234.

. The Epic Histories Attributed to P ‘awstos Buzand (Buzandaran Patmut‘iwnk ‘). Harvard
Armenian Texts and Studies 8. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989.

. “The ArSakuni Dynasty (A.D. 12-[180?]-428).” In The Armenian People From Ancient
to Modern Times, edited by Richard Hovannisian, 1:63—-94. New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1997.

. “The Marzpanate (428—652).” In The Armenian People From Ancient to Modern Times,
edited by Richard Hovannisian, 1:95-115. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997.

282



. “The Arab Invasions and the Rise of the Bagratuni (640 — 884).” In The Armenian People
From Ancient to Modern Times, edited by Richard Hovannisian, 1:117-42. New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1997.

. “The Independent Kingdoms of Medieval Armenia.” In The Armenian People From
Ancient to Modern Times, edited by Richard Hovannisian, 1:143—-86. New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1997.

. “The Byzantine Annexation of the Armenian Kingdoms in the Eleventh Century.” In The
Armenian People From Ancient to Modern Times, edited by Richard Hovannisian,
1:187-98. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1997.

. «The Problem of Armenian Integration into the Byzantine Empire.» In Studies on the
Internal Diaspora of the Byzantine Empire, edited by Héléne Ahrweiler and Angeliki E.
Laiou, 53-124. Washington, D.C.: Dumbarton Oaks, 1998.

. L'Eglise arménienne et le grand schisme d’Orient. CSCO 574, Subsidia 100. Leuven:
Peeters, 1999.

. “Introduction to the Problem of Early Armenian Monasticism.” REArm 30 (2005-07):
177-236.

. “Naxarar.” Elr. Accessed 16 April 2020. http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/naxarar

Garsoian, Nina and Jean-Michel Thierry. “L’indépendance retrouvée : royaume du Nord et
royaume du Sud (ix®-xi® siécle).” In Histoire du peuple arménien, edited by Gérard
Dédéyan, 243-96. Toulouse: Editions Privat, 2007 (2™ rev. ed.).

Garsoian, Nina et Jean-Pierre Mahé. Des Parthes au Califat: Quatre legons sur la formation de
’identité arménienne. Travaux et mémoires du centre de recherche d’histoire et
civilisation de Byzance. Collége de France, Monographies 10. Paris: De Boccard, 1997.

Garsoian, Nina G., Thomas F. Mathews, and Robert W. Thomson, eds. East of Byzantium: Syria
and Armenia in the Formative Period (Dumbarton Oaks Symposium, 1980). Washington,
DC: Dumbarton Oaks, 1982.

Gasparyan, Gurgen. “Htach‘ya T ‘amrazyani hishatakin.” Banber Matenadarani 23 (2016): 6-8.

Gazzano, Francesca, Lara Pagani, and Giusto Traina, eds. Greek Texts and Armenian Traditions.

An Interdisciplinary Approach. Trends in Classics-Supplementary 39. Berlin/Boston: De
Gruyter, 2016.

283



G¢hin, Paul. “Les collections de kephalaia monastiques: Naissance et succes d’un genre entre
création originale, plagiat et florilége.” In Theological Minora: The Minor Genres of
Byzantine Literature, edited by Antonio Rigo, 1-50. Studies in Byzantine History and
Civilization 8. Turnhout: Brepols, 2013.

Ghalpakhtchian, O. Kh. Il complesso monastic di Sanahin (X=XIII sec.). Documenti di
architettura armena 3. Milan, 1970.

Gignoux, Philippe. “L’Organisation administrative Sasanide: le cas du marzban.” Jerusalem
Studies in Arabic and Islam 4 (1984): 1-30.

Girk  koch ‘ets ‘eal zhoghovatsu. Constantinople, 1793.

Girk “ or koch ‘i zhoghovatsu. Constantinople, 1747.

Gordon, Matthew S. The Breaking of a Thousand Swords: A History of the Turkish Military of
Samarra (4.H. 200-275/815-889 C.E.). Albany: State University of New York Press,
2001.

Greenwood, Timothy. “A Corpus of Early Medieval Armenian Inscriptions.” Dumbarton Oaks
Papers 58 (2004): 27-91.

. “Failure of a Mission? Photius and the Armenian Church.” Le Muséon 119 nos. 1-2
(2006): 123-67.

. “Armenian Neighbours (600 — 1045).” In The Cambridge History of the Byzantine
Empire c. 500 — 1492, edited by Jonathan Shepard, 333—-64. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008.

. “Patterns of Contact and Communication: Constantinople and Armenia 860-976.” In
Armenian Constantinople, edited by Richard Hovannisian and Simon Payaslian, 73—100.
UCLA Armenian History and Culture Series, Historic Armenian Cities and Provinces 9
Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda, 2010.

. “A Reassessment of the Life and Mathematical Problems of Anania Sirakac‘i.” REArm
33 (2011): 131-186.

. “‘Imagined past, revealed present:” A Reassessment of the History of Taron [ Patmut ‘iwn
Taronoy).” In Mélanges Jean-Pierre Mahé, ed. P. Boisson, A. Mardirossian, A.
Ouzounian and C. Zuckerman, 7M 18 (2014): 377-392.

. “A Contested Jurisdiction: Armenia in Late Antiquity.” In Sasanian Persia: Between
Rome and the Steppes of Eurasia, edited by Eberhard Sauer, 199-220. Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2017.

284



. “Aristakes Lastivertc‘i and Armenian Urban Consciousness.” In Byzantium in the
Eleventh Century: Being in Between. Edited by Marc Lauxtermann and Mark Whittow,
88—105. Abingdon and New York: Routledge, 2017.

. The Universal History of Step ‘anos Taronec i: Introduction, Translation and
Commentary. Oxford Studies in Byzantium. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2017.

. “Basil I, Constantine VII and Armenian Literary Tradition in Byzantium.” In Reading in
the Byzantine Empire and Beyond, edited by Teresa Shawcross and Ida Toth, 447—66.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018.

. “Negotiating the Roman past in later tenth-century Armenia.” Medieval Worlds:
Comparative and Interdisciplinary Studies 10 (2019): 130-50.

. “Armenian Space in Late Antiquity.” In Historiography and Space in Late Antiquity,
edited by Peter Van Nuffelen, 57-85. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019.

. “Historical Tradition, Memory and Law in Vaspurakan in the Era of Gagik Arcruni.” In
The Church of the Holy Cross of Att'amar: Politics, Art, Spirituality in the Kingdom of
Vaspurakan, edited by Zaroui Pogossian and Edda Vardanyan, 27-48. Armenian Texts
and Studies 3. Leiden: Brill, 2019.

Greppin, John A. C. “The Armenians and the Greek Geoponica.” Byzantion 57 no. 1 (1987): 46—
55.

Grierson, Philip. “Kiurike I or Kiuriké II of Lofi-Armenia? A Note on Attributions.” American
Numismatic Society Museum Notes no. 10 (1962): 107-12.

Grigoryan, Gohar. “King Gagik Arcruni’s Portrait on the Church of Att*amar.” In The Church of
the Holy Cross of Att'amar: Politics, Art, Spirituality in the Kingdom of Vaspurakan,
edited by Zaroui Pogossian and Edda Vardanyan, 416—40. Armenian Texts and Studies
volume 3. Leiden: Brill, 2019.

Grousset, René. Histoire de |’Arménie des origines a 1071. Paris, 1984 [reprint of 1947 ed.].

Guillaumont, Antoine. Un philosophe au désert : Evagre le Pontique. Textes et Traditions 8.
Paris: Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, 2004.

Hadot, Pierre. Exercices spirituels et philosophie antique. Collection des études augustiniennes.
Série antiquité 88. Paris: Etudes augustiniennes, 1981. rev. ed.: Paris, Albin Michel,
2002.

. Qu’est-ce que la philosophie antique? Folio essais 280. Paris: Gallimard, 1995.

285



. Philosophy as a Way of Life: Spiritual Exercises from Socrates to Foucault. Translated
by Michael Chase. Oxford: Blackwell, 1995.

. What is Ancient Philosophy? Translated by Michael Chase. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2002.

Hakobyan, “Surb Grigor Narekats‘u chgnarané.” Vardzk*5/1 (2012): 21-32.
Hamilton, Janet and Bernard Hamilton, eds., with Yuri Stoyanov. Christian Dualist Heresies in
the Byzantine World, c. 650—c. 1450. Manchester Medieval Sources Series. Manchester:

Manchester University Press, 1998.

Hatsuni, Vardan. Kat ‘oghikosakan entrut iwn ew dzernadrut iwn patmutean méj. Venice: St.
Lazarus Press, 1930.

Hermans, Erik. 4 Companion to the Global Early Middle Ages. Leeds: Arc Humanities Press,
2020.

Herrin, Judith. “The Quinisext Council (692) as a Continuation of Chalcedon.” In Chalcedon in
Context: Church Councils 400-700, edited by Richard Price and Mary Whitby, 148—68.

Translated Texts for Historians, Contexts 1. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009.

Hewsen, Robert H. “The Kingdom of the Lupenians: A Forgotten State of Christian Caucasia.”
Annual of the Society for the Study of Caucasia 1 (1989): 13-20.

. The Geography of Ananias of Sirak (Asxarhac ‘oyc): The Long and the Short Recensions.
Wiesbaden: Dr. Ludwig Reichert Verlag, 1992.

. “On the Location of the Lupenians, A Vanished People of Southeast Caucasia.” Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 50 no. 1/3 (1997): 111-16.

. Armenia: A Historical Atlas. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001.

Hicks, Daniel L., Joan Hamory Hicks. “Jealous of the Joneses: conspicuous consumption,
inequality, and crime.” Oxford Economic Papers 66, no. 4 (2014): 1090-1120.

Hild, Friedrich and Marcell Restle. Kappadokien (Kappadokia, Charsianon, Sebasteia und
Lykandos). Tabula Imperii Byzantini 2. Vienna: Austrian Academy of Sciences, 1981.

Hillenbrand, Carole. “Marwanids.” EL.

Hobsbawm, Eric. Bandits. New York: New Press, 2000 (rev. ed).

286



Holmes, Catherine and Naomi Standen, eds. The Global Middle Ages. Past and Present vol. 238,
supplement 13. Oxford University Press, 2018.

Hovannisian, Richard, ed. The Armenian People From Ancient to Modern Times. 2 vols. New
York, 1997.

Hovhanessian, Vahan. “The Canons of the Council of Sahapivan.” RE4Arm 37 (2016-2017): 73—
95.

Hovhannisyan, Hasmik. “Hayagir arajin dramneré (The First Coins with Armenian Writing).” In
Hayastani dramashrjanarutyan patmut yuné (Suwgummwbfs gy p o o [djust
wyunndne[dynctip | History of Coinage in Armenia), edited by Harut yun Hambardzumyan,
Ruzanna Vardanyan, and Gohar Hovhannisyan, 98-99. Central Bank of Armenia, 2018.

Inchichean, Ghukas. Storagrut ‘iwn hin hayastaneayts * [Unnpumgpnipphol A6 fw ymunwmibu g /
Description of Ancient Armenia]. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1822.

Inglisian, Vahan. “Die Armenische Literatur.” In G. Deeters, G. R. Solta, Vahan Inglisian,
Armenisch und kaukasische sprachen. Handbuch der Orientalistik, edited by B. Spuler.
Erste Abteilung: Der nahe und der mittlere osten, edited by B. Spuler. Band 7, 156-250,
269-72. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1963.

Iwzbashean, Ashxén. “Ananiayi vardapeti khrat vasn khonarhut‘ean.” Handeés Amsorya 124
(2010): 1-16.

Jeffery, Peter OBLSB. “Psalmody and Prayer in Early Monasticism.” In The Cambridge History
of Medieval Monasticism in the Latin West, edited by Alison 1. Beach and Isabelle
Cochelin, 112-27. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2020.

Jones, Lynn. Between Islam and Byzantium: Aght ‘amar and the Visual Construction of Medieval
Armenian Rulership. Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2007.

Kaldellis, Anthony. Streams of Gold, Rivers of Blood: The Rise and Fall of Byzantium, 955 A.D.
to the First Crusade. Onassis Series in Hellenic Culture. Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 2017.

. Romanland: Ethnicity and Empire in Byzantium. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2019.

Kalvesmaki, Joel. “Evagrius in the Byzantine Genre of Chapters.” In Evagrius and His Legacy,
edited by Joel Kalvesmaki and Robin Darling Young, 257-87. Notre Dame, IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2016.

. “Evagrius Ponticus.” ODLA.

287



. Guide to Evagrius Ponticus, 2021 edition (Washington, DC, 2021), evagriusponticus.net.

Kennedy, Hugh. The Prophet and the Age of the Caliphates: The Islamic Near East from the
Sixth to the Eleventh Century. Harlow: Pearson Longman, 2004 (2" ed).

. “The Late ‘Abbasid Pattern, 945-1050.” In The Formation of the Islamic World Sixth to
Eleventh Centuries, edited by Chase F. Robinson, 360-394. Vol. 1 of The New
Cambridge History of Islam, edited by Michael Cook. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010.

. “The Middle East in Islamic Late Antiquity.” In Fiscal Regimes and the Political
Economy of Premodern States, edited by Andrew Monson and Walter Scheidel, 390—403.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015.

K'iparean, Kiwregh. Patmut iwn hay hin grakanut ‘ean. Venice, 1992.

Kolanjian, Souren E. “Ukhtanes the Historian: Bishop of Edessa or Sebastia?” In Armenian
Sebastia/Sivas and Lesser Armenia, edited by Richard G. Hovannisian, 137-52. Historic
Armenian Cities and Provinces 5. Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda, 2004.

Konstantinovsky, Julia. Evagrius Ponticus: The Making of a Gnostic. Ashgate New Critical
Thinking in Religion, Theology, and Biblical Studies. Farnham and Burlington: Ashgate,
2009.

Kouymjian, Dickran. “The Evolution of Armenian Gospel [llumination: The Formative Period
(9'"-11% Centuries).” In Armenia and the Bible: Papers Presented to the International
Symposium Held at Heidelberg, July 16—19, 1990, edited by Christoph Burchard, 125—
42. University of Pennsylvania Armenian Texts and Studies 12. Atlanta, GA: Scholars
Press, 1993.

. “An Interpretation of Bagratid and Artsruni Art and Ceremony: A Review Essay.”
Journal of the Society for Armenian Studies 18, no. 2 (2009): 111-31.

Kouymjian, Dickran and Barlow Der Mugrdechian (eds). David of Sassoun: Critical Studies on
the Armenian Epic. Fresno: Press at California State University, 2013.

Kovalev, Roman K. “Mint Output in Tenth-Century Bukhara: A Case Study of Dirham
Production and Monetary Circulation in Northern Europe.” Russian History/Histoire
Russe 28 nos. 1-4 (2001): 245-71.

. “Dirham Mint Output of Samanid Samarqand and its Connection to the Beginnings of

Trade with Northern Europe (10" century).” Histoire & Mesure 17, nos. 3—4 (2002):
197-216.

288



Kovalev, Roman K. and Alexis C. Kaelin. “Circulation of Arab Silver in Medieval Afro-Eurasia:
Preliminary Observation.” History Compass 5, no. 2 (2007): 560-80.

Kramers, J. H., “Marzuban.” In Encyclopaedia of Islam, First Edition (1913-1936). Edited by M.
Th. Houtsma, T.W. Arnold, R. Basset, R. Hartmann. Accessed 17 August 2020
<http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/2214-871X eil SIM_4580>.

Krawiec, Rebecca. “Literacy and Memory in Evagrius’s Monasticism.” Journal of Early
Christian Studies 21.3 (2013): 363-90.

Krikorian, Mesrob K. “The Letter of St. Gregory of Narek Addressed to Thondrakian Heretics:
Theological and Sacramental Aspects.” In Saint Grégoire de Narek: Théologien et
Mpystique. Colloque International tenu a [’Institut Pontifical Oriental, edited by Jean-
Pierre Mahé et Boghos Levon Zekiyan, 169—86. Orientalia Christiana Analecta 275.
Roma, 2006.

K‘yoseyan, Hakob H. Anania Sanahnets ‘i. Astuatsabanakan bnagrer usumnasirut yunner
(Theological texts studies) 1. Ejmiatsin, 2000.

Langlois, Victor. Le trésor des chartes d’Arménie ou Cartulaire de la chancellerie royale des
Roupéniens, comprenant tous les documents relatifs aux établissements fondés en Cilicie
par les ordres. Venice: St. Lazarus Press, 1863.

La Porta, Sergio. Review of Répertoire des monasteres arméniens, by Michel Thierry. JSAS 13
(2003-2004): 158-60.

. “‘The Kingdom and the Sultanate were Conjoined’: Legitimizing Land and Power in
Armenia During the 12 and Early 13" Centuries.” REArm 34 (2012): 73-118.

. “Armeno-Latin Intellectual Exchange in the Fourteenth Century: Scholarly Traditions in
Conversation and Competition.” Medieval Encounters 21 nos. 2-3 (2015): 269-94.

. “Monasticism and the Construction of the Armenian Intellectual Tradition.” In
Monasticism in Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Republics, edited by Ines Angeli
Murzaku, 330-50. Routledge Religion, Society and Government in Eastern Europe and
the Former Soviet States. New York: Routledge, 2016.

Larsen, Lillian I. “‘Excavating the Excavations’ of Early Monastic Education.” In Monastic
Education in Late Antiquity: The Transformation of Classical Paideia, edited by Lillian L.
Larsen and Samuel Robinson, 101-24. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018.

Laurent, J. and M. Canard. L ’Arménie entre Byzance et I’Islam depuis la conquéte arabe
Jjusqu’en 886. Armenian Library of the Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation. Lisbon :
Librairie Bertrand, 1980.

289



Lemerle, Paul. Le premier humanisme Byzantin: Notes et remarques sur enseignment et culture
a Byzance des origines au X° siecle. Bibliothéque Byzantine 6. Paris : Presses
universitaires de France, 1971.

. «L’histoire des pauliciens d’Asie mineure d’apres les sources grecques.» TM 5 (1973):1—
148.

Lidov, Alexei, ed. New Jerusalems: Hierotopy and Iconography of Sacred Spaces. Moscow:
Indrik, 2009.

Macler, Frédéric. Etienne Asolik de Taron. Histoire universelle. Paris, 1917.

Mahé, Annie et Jean-Pierre. Grégoire de Narek. Tragédie. Matean otbergut ‘ean. Le Livre de
Lamentation. Introduction, Traduction et Notes. CSCO 584, subsidia 106. Louvain:
Peeters, 2000.

. Histoire de I’Arménie des origines a nos jours. Paris, 2012.
Mahé, Jean-Pierre. «Quadrivium et cursus d’études au VII® siécle en Arménie et dans le monde
byzantin d’aprés le K nnikon d’Anania Sirakac‘i.» TM 10 (1987): 159-206.

. “L’église arménienne de 611 a 1066.” In Histoire du christianisme des origines a nos
jours: Tome 4: Evéques, moines et empereurs (610-1054), edited by Gilbert Dagron,
Pierre Riché, and André Vauchez, 457-547. Paris, 1993.

. “Confession religieuse et identité nationale dans 1’église arménienne du VII®au XI®
siecle.” In Nina Garsoian et Jean-Pierre Mahé. Des Parthes au Califat: Quatre le¢ons sur
la formation de l’identité arménienne, 59—78. TM 10. Paris: De Boccard, 1997.

. “Le role et la fonction du Catholicos d’ Arménie du VII®au XI°si¢cle.” In Nina Garsoian
et Jean-Pierre Mahé, Des Parthes au Califat: Quatre le¢ons sur la formation de l’identité

armenienne, 79—-105. TM 10. Paris: De Boccard, 1997.

. “Monachisme et personnalité dans I'Arménie médiévale (V—XIII® si¢cles).” Eigene und
das Ganze 43 no. 2 (2002): 381-92.

. “Hrach‘ya T amrazyan¢ ew narekats ‘iagitut ‘yun¢.” Banber Matenadarani 23 (2016): 20—
29.

Maksoudian, Krikor. “The Chalcedonian Issue and the Early Bagratids: The Council of
Sirakawan.” REArm 21 (1988—1989): 333-344.

290



. “A Note on the Monasteries Founded During the Reign of King Abas I Bagratuni.”
REArm 22 (1990-1991): 203-15.

. Chosen of God: The Election of the Catholicos of all Armenians From the Fourth
Century to the Present. New York: St. Vartan Press, 1995.

Manandian [Manandean], Hagop. Yunaban dprots ‘¢ ew nra zargats ‘man shrjannere. Vienna:
Mkhit arist Press, 1928.

. The Trade and Cities of Armenia in Relation to Ancient World Trade. Translated from the
Second Revised Edition by Nina G. Garsoian. Armenian Library of the Calouste
Gulbenkian Foundation. Lisbon: Livraria Bertrand, 1965.

Maranci, Christina. Vigilant Powers: Three Churches of Early Medieval Armenia. Brepols, 2015.
. The Art of Armenia: An Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018.

Mardirossian, Aram. “Lettre a la splendide et célebre communauté de K¢aw: Grigor Narekac‘i
contre les thondrakiens.” REArm 29 (2003—-2004): 99—115.

Martin-Hisard, Bernadette. «Constantinople et les archontes du monde caucasien dans le Livre
des cérémonies, 11, 48.» TM 13 (2000): 359-530.

. “Domination arabe et libertés arméniennes (VII*-IX® siécle).” In Histoire du peuple
arménien, edited by Gérard Dédéyan, 213—41. Toulouse: Editions Privat, 2007 [2¢
edition].

Mathews, Thomas F. “The Classic Phase of Bagratid and Artsruni Illumination: The Tenth and
Eleventh Centuries.” In Treasures in Heaven: Armenian Illuminated Manuscripts, edited
by Thomas F. Mathews and Roger S. Wieck, 54—65. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1994.

McCormick, Michael. “De Ceremoniis.” ODB.

McGuckin, John A. St. Cyril of Alexandria: The Christological Controversy: Its History,
Theology, and Texts. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press, 2004.

McKinnon, James W. “The Book of Psalms, Monasticism, and the Western Liturgy.” In The
Place of the Psalms in the Intellectual Culture of the Middle Ages, edited by Nancy van
Deusen, 43—-58. New York: State University of New York Press, 1999.

Mercier, Jacques and Claude Lepage. Lalibela: Wonder of Ethiopia: The Monolithic Churches
and their Treasures. Translated by Jennifer White-Thévenot and Jane Degeorges.
London: Paul Holberton Publishing, 2012.

291



Merian, Sylvie. “The Structure of Armenian Bookbinding and its Relation to Near Eastern
Bookmaking Traditions.” PhD diss., Columbia University, 1993.

Metreveli, Roin. The Golden Age: Georgia from the 11th century to the first quarter of the 13th
century. T bilisi: Artanuji Publishers, 2010.

Millar, Fergus. “The Syriac Acts of the Second Council of Ephesus (449).” In Chalcedon in
Context: Church Councils 400-700, edited by Richard Price and Mary Whitby, 45-69.
Translated Texts for Historians, Contexts 1. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009.

Milwright, Marcus. “Archaeology and Material Culture.” The Formation of the Islamic World
Sixth to Eleventh Centuries, edited by Chase F. Robinson, 664—82. Vol. 1 of The New
Cambridge History of Islam, edited by Michael Cook. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2010.

Minorsky, Vladimir. La Domination des Dailamites. Publications de la société des études
iraniennes et de ’art person 3. Paris: E. Leroux, 1932.

. Studies in Caucasian History. Cambridge Oriental Series 6. London: Taylor’s Foreign
Press, 1953.

. “Musafirids.” EL.

Mnats ‘akanyan, Step ‘an. Il complesso monastic di Haghbat (X—XIII sec.). Documenti di
architettura armena 1. Milan, 1970 (2" ed.).

. Aght ‘amar. Erevan: Armenian Academy of Sciences Press, 1983.
Moosa, Matti. Extremist Shiites: The Ghulat Sects. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1988.

Morony, Michael. “The Early Islamic Mining Boom.” Journal of the Economic and Social
History of the Orient 62, no. 1 (2019): 166-221.

Muradyan, Gohar. “The Rhetorical Exercises (Progymnasmata) in the Old Armenian ‘Book of
Chreia’ (Girk® Pitoyic‘): Translation or Original Composition? (On the Occasion of P.
Cowe’s Review).” REArm 27 (1998-2000): 399—416.

. Grecisms in Ancient Armenian. Hebrew University Armenian Studies Series 13. Louvain:
Peeters, 2012.

. “Hrach‘ya T amrazyani narekats ‘iagitakan verjin grk‘er¢.” Banber Matenadarani 23
(2016): 103-107.

292



Murateants‘, M. Patmut 'iwn Hayastaneayts * arak ‘elakan surb ekeghets ‘woy. Jerusalem, 1872.

Murats ‘an. “T ontrakets ‘ineri aghandé ew Ejmiatsni mi miabani ayd aghandi masin arats
aknarkneré.” Nor-Dar 9 no. 33 (February 26, 1892): 1; no. 35 (February 29, 1892): 1-2.

Nakada, Kosuke. “Uxtanés of Sebasteia and Byzantine-Armenian Relations in the Tenth
Century.” REArm 38 (2018-2019): 167-94.

Nersessian, Vrej. The Tondrakian Movement: Religious Movements in the Armenian Church
from the Fourth to the Tenth Centuries. Allison Park, PA, 1988.

. “Armenia, partitions of.” ODLA.

Neumann, Carl Friedrich. Versuch einer Geschichte der armenischen Literatur nach den Werken
der Mechitaristen. Leipzig, 1836.

Nichanian, Marc. “Enlightenment and Historical Thoughts.” In Enlightenment and Diaspora:
The Armenian and Jewish Cases, edited by Richard G. Hovannisian and David N. Myers,
87—-123. Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1999.

Ohanjanyan, Anna M. “The Key of Truth and the Problem of the ‘Neo-T ‘ondrakites’ at the End
of the 19" Century.” JSAS 20 (2011): 131-136.

Ormanean, Maghak ‘ia. Azgapatum. 3 vols. Constantinople, 1912-27.

Oskean, Hamazasp. Vaspurakan-Vani vank'eré [ wuynijuljuG-dwbh Juifbpp = Die
armenischen Kloster in Vaspowrakan-Van). Vol 1. Vienna: Mkhit arean Press, 1940.

. Bardzr Hayk i Vank ‘eré [Pupéap Zwfh dwlfbpp = Die Kloster Hocharmeniens).
Vienna: Mkhit‘arean Press, 1951.

Palmer, Andrew. “Charting Undercurrents in the History of the West-Syrian People: The
Resettlement of Byzantine Melitene after 934.” Oriens Christianus 70 (1986): 37—68.

Papazian, Michael. The Doctor of Mercy: The Sacred Treasures of St. Gregory of Narek.
Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2019.

Perikhanian, A. “Iranian Society and Law.” In The Seleucid, Parthian and Sasanian Periods,
edited by Ehsan Yarshater, 627-80. Vol. 3(2) of The Cambridge History of Iran.
Cambridge University Press, 1983.

Peters, R., Doris Behrens-Abouseif, et al. “Wakf.*“ ED.

293



Petrosyan (Petrossian), Levon. “Gregory of Narek and the Narekian Fathers: The Mystery of

Love from the Commentary on the Song of Songs to the Book of Lamentations.” JSAS 21
(2012): 27-51.

Phillipson, David W. Ancient Churches of Ethiopia. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2009.
Pogharean, Norayr. Hay groghner, V-XVII dar. Jerusalem: Sts. James Press, 1971.

Pogossian, Zaroui. “The Foundation of the Monastery of Sevan: A Case Study of Monasteries,
Economy, and Political Power in IX-X Century Armenia.” In Le Valli dei Monaci, Atti
del Convegno internazionale di studio, Roma - Subiaco, 17-19 maggio 2010, edited by
Letizia Ermini Pani, 181-215. Spoleto, 2012.

. “Locating Religion, Controlling Territory: Conquest and Legitimation in Late Ninth-
Century Vaspurakan and its Interreligious Context.” In Locating Religions.: Contact,
Diversity and Translocality, edited by Reinhold Glei and Nikolas Jaspert, 173-233.
Leiden: Brill, 2017.

. “Relics, Rulers, Patronage: The True Cross of Varag and the Church of the Holy Cross
on Att'amar.” In The Church of the Holy Cross of Alt'amar: Politics, Art, Spirituality in
the Kingdom of Vaspurakan, edited by Zaroui Pogossian and Edda Vardanyan, 126-206.
Armenian Texts and Studies volume 3. Leiden: Brill, 2019.

Pogossian, Zaroui and Edda Vardanyan. The Church of the Holy Cross of Att'amar: Politics, Art,

Spirituality in the Kingdom of Vaspurakan. Armenian Texts and Studies 3. Leiden: Brill,
2019.

Polanyi, Karl. The Great Transformation: The Political and Economic Origins of Our Time.
Boston: Beacon Press, 2001.

Pourshariati, Parvaneh. Decline and Fall of the Sasanian Empire: The Sasanian-Parthian
Confederacy and the Arab Conquest of Iran. London: 1.B. Tauris, 2008.

Preiser-Kappeler, Johannes. “Aristocrats, Mercenaries, Clergymen and Refugees: Deliberate and
Forced Mobility of Armenians in the Early Medieval Mediterranean (6 to 111" Century
A.D.).” In Migration Histories of the Medieval Afroeurasian Transition Zone: Aspects of
Mobility between Africa, Asia and Europe, 300—1500 C.E., edited by Johannes Preiser-
Kapeller, Lucian Reinfandt, and Yannis Stouraitis, 327-84. Studies in Global Social
History 39, Studies in Global Migration History 13. Leiden, Brill, 2020.

Price, Richard. “The Council of Chalcedon (451): A Narrative.” In Chalcedon in Context:

Church Councils 400-700, edited by Richard Price and Mary Whitby, 70-91. Translated
Texts for Historians, Contexts 1. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009.

294



. “Truth, Omission, and Fiction in the Acts of Chalcedon.” In Chalcedon in Context:
Church Councils 400-700, edited by Richard Price and Mary Whitby, 92—-106.
Translated Texts for Historians, Contexts 1. Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009.

Rapp, Stephen H. “Georgia before the Mongols.” Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Asian
History. Accessed 3 April 2020.
https://oxfordre.com/asianhistory/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190277727.001.0001/acref
ore-9780190277727-e-282.

Raymond, André. “The Spatial Organization of the City.” In The City in the Islamic World, 2
vols., edited by Salma K. Jayyusi et al., 1:47-70. Handbook of Oriental Studies. Section
1, The Near and Middle East, vol. 94. Leiden: Brill, 2008.

Robinson, Chase F., ed. The New Cambridge History of Islam. Vol. 1: The Formation of the
Islamic World, Sixth to Eleventh Centuries. Cambridge, 2010.

. “The rise of Islam, 600-705.” In The Formation of the Islamic World Sixth to Eleventh
Centuries, edited by Chase F. Robinson, 173-225. Vol. 1 of The New Cambridge History
of Islam, edited by Michael Cook. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010.
Russell, Donald and Andrew Frank Moore. “progymnasmata.” OCD.
. “Theon (3) (RE 5), Aelius.” OCD.

Russell, James R. Zoroastrianism in Armenia. Harvard Iranian Studies 5. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1987.

. “The Mother of All Heresies: A Late Medieval Armenian Text on the YuSkaparik.”
REArm 24 (1993): 273-293.

. “On the Origin and Invention of the Armenian Script.” Le Muséon 107 nos. 3—4 (1994):
317-333.

. “The Last of the Paulicians.” Hask hayagitakan taregirk * 7-8 (1995-1996): 33—47.

. “Alphabets.” In Late Antiquity: A Guide to the Postclassical World, edited by Glen
Warren Bowersock, Peter Brown, and Oleg Grabar, 288-290. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1999.

. “Heresies: On an Armenian Prayer to the Sun.” JSAS 26 (2017): 3—16.

Russell, Norman. The Doctrine of Deification in the Greek Patristic Tradition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2004.

295



Saint-Martin, Jean. Mémoires historiques et géographiques sur I’Arménie. 2 volumes. Paris:
L’Imprimerie royale, 1818—1819.

Sanjian, Avedis. K., ed. David Anhaght ‘: The Invincible Philosopher. Atlanta, GA: Scholars
Press, 1986.

Sargisean, Barsegh. Usumnasirut iwn Manik'éa-Pawlikean T onrakets ‘ineru aghandin ew Gr.
Narekats woy t'ught&. Venice, 1893.

Sharpe, Matthew. “Pierre Hadot (1922-2010).” Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Accessed
15 April 2020. https://www.iep.utm.edu/hadot/.

Shatzmiller, Maya. Labour in the Medieval Islamic World. Islamic History and Civilization
Studies and Texts 4. Leiden: Brill, 1994.

. “Economic Performance and Economic Growth in the Early Islamic World.” Journal of
the Economic and Social History of the Orient 54, no. 2 (2011): 132-84.

. “Recent trends in Middle East economic history: Cultural factors and structural change in
the medieval period 6501500 (Part one).” History Compass 16, no. 12, 2018, 12504

. “Recent trends in Middle East economic history: Cultural factors and structural change in
the medieval period 650-1500 (Part two).” History Compass 16, no. 12,2018, e12511

Shepard, Jonathan. “Equilibrium to Expansion (886—1025).” In The Cambridge History of the
Byzantine Empire c. 500 — 1492, edited by Jonathan Shepard, 493-536. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008.

Shirinian, Manea Erna. “The Liber Causarum: A Mediaeval Armenian Isagogical Collection.”
Le Muséon 130 nos. 1-2 (2017): 139-176.

. ““Artak‘in ew ‘nurb’ greank.” Ashtanak: Armenological Periodical 2 (1998): 15-45.
Sizgorich, Thomas. Violence and Belief in Late Antiquity: Militant Devotion in Christianity and
Islam. Divinations: Rereading Late Ancient Religion. Philadelphia: University of

Pennsylvania Press, 2009.
Somal, Placido Sukias. Quadro della storia letteraria di armenia. Venice, 1829.

Sourdel, D. «Babak.» EL.

Stewart, Columba, OSB. “Imageless Prayer and the Theological Vision of Evagrius Ponticus.”
Journal of Early Christian Studies 9 no. 2 (2001): 173-204.

296



. “Evagrius Ponticus on Monastic Pedagogy.” In Abba: The Tradition of Orthodoxy in the
West, Festschrift for Bishop Kallistos (Ware) of Diokleia, edited by John Behr, Andrew
Louth, and Dimitri E. Conomos, 241-71. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press,
2003.

Stone, Michael E. “The Armenian Apocryphal Literature of the Old Testament in the Twentieth
Century.” In Armenian Philology in the Modern Era, edited by Valentina Calzolari and
Michael E. Stone, 247-263. Leiden: Brill, 2014.

Subrahmanyam, Sanjay. “Connected Histories: Notes towards a Reconfiguration of Islamic
Eurasia.” Modern Asian Studies 31, no. 3. Special Issue: The Eurasian Context of the
Early Modern History of Mainland South East Asia, 1400—1800. (July 1997): 735-762.

. “Global Intellectual History Beyond Hegel and Marx.” History and Theory 54 (February
2015): 126-137.

Symcox, Geoffrey. Jerusalem in the Alps: The Sacro Monte of Varallo and the Sanctuaries of
North-Western Italy. Cursor Mundi 37. Turnhout: Brepols, 2019.

T‘ahmizyan, N. “Anania Narekats 'u ev Nareka vank ‘i erazhshtakan avanduyt ‘neri masin,”
Ejmiatsin (1976/8-9): 29-37.

T‘amrazyan, Arusyak. “Hrach‘ya T amrazyani kensamatenagitut ‘yuné.” Banber Matenadarani
23 (2016): 9-19.

T*amrazyan, Hrach'ya. Anania Narekats ‘i, Kyank ‘¢ ev Matenagrut ‘yunée. Erevan, 1986.
. Narekyan dprots ‘. Erevan, 1999.

. Grigor Narekats ‘in ev norplatonakanut ‘yuné. Erevan, 2004.

. “Anania Narekats'i.” MH 10:311-27.

. “Anania Narekats u ‘Hawatarmat’ dawanabanakan erké.” MH 10:456—479.

. “Anania Narekats ‘u ‘Nerboghean asats ‘eal i surbn kat ughiké ekeghets‘i’ erké.” MH
10:599-618.

. Grigor Narekats ‘in ev Narekyan dprots ‘é. 3 vols. Erevan, 2013-17.

Tannous, Jack. The Making of the Medieval Middle East: Religion, Society, and Simple
Believers. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2018.

297



Ter-Ghewondyan, Aram. The Arab Emirates in Bagratid Armenia. Translated by Nina G.
Garsoian. Lisbon: Livraria Bertrand, 1976.

Terian, Abraham. “The Hellenizing School: Its Time, Place, and Scope of Activities
Reconsidered.” In East of Byzantium: Syria and Armenia in the Formative Period
(Dumbarton Oaks Symposium, 1980), edited by Nina G. Garsoian, Thomas F. Mathews,
and Robert W. Thomson. Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks, 1982, 175-86. Reprinted in
Opera Selecta Teriana. St. Nersess Theological Review 13 (2008): 25-44.

. Macarius of Jersualem: Letter to the Armenians, A.D. 335: Introduction, Test,
Translation and Commentary. AVANT Series 4. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 2008.

. “Gregory of Narek.” In The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Patristics, edited by Ken
Parry, 278-92. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2015.

. The Festal Works of St. Gregory of Narek: Annotated Translation of the Odes, Litanies,
and Encomia. Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 2016.

. “Miaphysites, Armenian.” ODLA.

. “Monastic Turmoil in Sixth-Century Jerusalem and the South Caucasus: The Letter of
Patriarch John IV to Catholicos Abas oft he Caucasian Albanians.” Dumbarton Oaks
Papers 74 (2020): 9-39.

Ter-Minasyan, E. G. Mijnadaryan aghandneri tsagman ev zargats ‘man patmut yunits‘. Erevan,
1968.

Ter-Mkrtch‘ean, Galust [Miaban]. “Anania Narekatsi 10-rd dar.” Ararat 25, no. 1 (January
1892): 1-18.

Teér-Mkrtch‘ean, Karapet. Die Paulikianer im Byzantinischen Kaiserreiche und verwandte
ketzerische erscheinungen in Armenien. Leipzig, 1893.

Tér-Mkrtch ‘ean, Karapet, ed. Knik* Hawatoy Endhanur Surb Ekeghets woy: hughghap‘ai-ew S.
Hogekir harts'n merots* dawanut eants ‘. Ejmiatsin, 1914,

Thierry, Jean-Michel. Monuments arméniens du Vaspurakan. Institut frangais d’archéologie du
Proche-Orient / Bibliotheque archéologique et historique, t. 129. Paris: Librairie
orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1989.

. Répertoire des monasteres arméniens. Turnhout: Brepols, 1993.

298



Thomas, John and Angela Constantinides Hero, eds. Byzantine Monastic Foundation

Documents: A Complete Translation of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments,
5 vols. Washington, D.C., 2000.

Tinti, Irene. “On the Chronology and Attribution of the Old Armenian Timaeus: A Status
Quaestionis and New Perspectives.” Egitto e Vicino Oriente 35 (2012): 219-82.

Tobon, Monica. “Words Spoken in Silence: the ‘Missing Chapters’ of Evagrius’ Kephalaia
Gnostika.” Studia Patristica 72 (2014): 197-210.

Tougher, Shaun. “After Iconoclasm (850—-886).” In The Cambridge History of the Byzantine
Empire c. 500 — 1492, edited by Jonathan Shepard, 292—-304. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008.

Toumanoff, Cyril. Studies in Christian Caucasian History. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 1963.

Treadgold, Warren. A History of the Byzantine State and Society. Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1997.

Turner, H. J. M. St. Symeon the New Theologian and Spiritual Fatherhood. Leiden: Brill, 1990.
Ut ‘mazean, H. M. Siwnik ‘¢ XI-X darerum. Erevan: 1958.

Vacca, Alison. Non-Muslim Provinces under early Islam: Islamic Rule and Iranian Legitimacy
in Armenia and Caucasian Albania. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2017.

van Lint, Theo Maarten. “Among Others: Greek in Context in the Letters of Grigor Magistros
Pahlawuni (eleventh century).” In Greek Texts and Armenian Traditions. An
Interdisciplinary Approach, edited by Francesca Gazzano, Lara Pagani & Giusto Traina,
197-213. Trends in Classics-Supplementary 39. Berlin: De Gruyter, 2016.

Vardanyan, Aram. Islamic Coins Struck in Historic Armenia. I: Arminiya, Arran (Madinat
Arran), Barda ‘a, Dabil, Hariunabad/Haruniya and Ma ‘dan Bajunays: Early ‘Abbasid
period, 142-277 AH / 759-891 AD. Erevan: Tigran Mets Publishing, 2011.

. “The Administration of the ‘Abbasid North and the Evidence of Copper Coins (AH 142—
218 / AD 759-833).” American Journal of Numismatics (Second Series) 28 (2016): 201—
230.

Vardanyan, Edda, ed. Horomos Monastery: Art and History. College de France — CNRS,
Centre de recherche d’histoire et civilisation de Byzance, Monographies 50. Paris:
ACHCBYyz, 2015.

299



Vardanyan, Stella. “Medicine in Armenia.” In The Diffusion of Greco-Roman Medicine into the
Middle East and the Caucasus, edited by John A. C. Greppin, Emilie Savage-Smith and
John L. Gueriguian, 185-98. Delmar, NY: Caravan Books, 1999.

Waines, David. “The Third Century Internal Crisis of the Abbasids.” Journal of the Economic
and Social History of the Orient 20, no. 3 (1977): 282-306.

Watson, Andrew M. Agricultural Innovation in the Early Islamic World: The Diffusion of Crops
and Farming Techniques, 700—1100. Cambridge Studies in Islamic Civilization.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983.

Webb, Ruth. “Aphthonius.” ODLA.

Wildberg, Christian. “David.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2018 Edition).
Edited by Edward N. Zalta. Accessed 17 August 2021.
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2018/entries/david/.

. “Elias.” The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2016 Edition). Edited by Edward
N. Zalta. Accessed 17 August 2021.
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2016/entries/elias/.

Winkler, Gabriele. “The Armenian Night Office II: The Unit of Psalmody, Canticles, and Hymns
with Particular Emphasis on the Origins and Early Evolution of Armenia’s
Hymnography.” REArm 17 (1983): 471-551.

Yarnley, C.J. “The Armenian Philhellenes: A Study of the Spread of Byzantine Religious and
Cultural Ideas among the Armenians in the X—XI" centuries A.D.” Eastern Churches

Review 8, no. 1 (1976): 45-53.

Yeghiazaryan, Azat. Daredevils of Sasun: Poetics of an Epic. Translated from Armenian by S.
Peter Cowe. Costa Mesa, CA: Mazda Publishers, 2008.

Yovsep ean, Garegin. “Hayagitakan ayl ew aylk‘.” Ararat 48, no. 10 (October 1914): 919-26.
Zaminean, Abraham. Hay grakanut ‘ean patmut iwn. Nor-Naxijewan, 1914.

Zarphanalean, Garegin. Haykakan hin dprut ‘ean patmut ‘iwn (4-13 dar). Venice, 1886 (1% ed.);
Venice, 1897 (2™ ed.).

Zuckerman, Constantine. “Catholicos Anania of Mokk‘ on Himself and on Armenia’s Rulers.”

In Mélanges Jean-Pierre Mahé, edited by Patricia Boisson, Aram Mardirossian, Agnés
Ouzounian, and Constnatine Zuckerman. 7M 18 (2014): 843-51.

300





